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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION: A REVIEW AND CQMMENTARY
ON FEDERAL POLICIES AND PRACTICES ,. -

PR
-

.

INTRODUCT ION .

. )

a ) s ¢ : .
. sUnlike some of the other areas of Federal urban policy analyzed
L 4 — . » . . ",'. &

-

L]

in the present study, citizen participation 'policy has evolved -without a
. y policy .

consensus or even a very ‘clear definition of the problem. 1In part, the

.

. £ . ., i -
origin of the issue was a perception by social sciemtists and-.adminis-
: * - & ' ’

,trators that lack of involvement in the planning and delivery of social

services for the poor and disadvantaged was associated with alienation

and ‘seemed to decreasé the effectiveness of these piograms. In part, ,

the.prébleq was whether and how to meet,incréasing demands by the pod&

r L 4

*

and disadvantaged fér a redistribution of'degision-makiﬁg authority-—

" For' others, the proplem‘was how to build an effective political constituency
. - . - ' .
for new social programs benefittihg a minority of -the population. N

-
’ z .

’ . : . - A
~ However, the problem was perceived at the outset--to increase

.o . , ‘
pYogram effectiveness, to redistribute power, to build an effective w

-

ﬁdlitical qonstituéncy for new programs--the %ioblem has gradually

» hd o * ’
shifte% over the past five.years from an issue involving individual

1 -

+ ipvplvement and participation’ to a matter of éroup righfs.aﬁd bower“

~vis-a-vis the larger fbmmunity.' Thus the issuemis no- longer primarily

. - - . -
S

whether and to what extent ‘individugl poor citizens are to be involved v

- . . - - ' i
in planning and deliveting social services; but r%ther, how much control

\ P

-

geographjic neighborhodds or ethnic minorities (often co{érminouh)-are to’

g -
-~ Pl

- ﬂpave over public programé serving them. .  Thus citizen participation has
\ p-t - ' o




_ to the neighborhood'iEVel.

4

\

. K
*have in ‘mind are

_ ', ,/ cv N

*'  Fedéral policy is/still addréssed primarily to the older

T

"
g

. . i', . (,'
gefinitions'of the probi’ 7/a1though some programs are being ‘forced to

« o . .
deal increasingly with he/ newer -aspectS of group power, Furthermore,. ¢«
, P} i / . ., N . . s

participation" itsel does\yi should mean, We know from thé*field work :

T - - I '

to citizen partic pation/' Some of thie variety dérives from the fact,
v . -

that the term "c_tizen"/has become (in addition to Adts traditional

legal'meaning) a-euph ism for those'hho are’ poor; black and browe.
Before procz%Eing te a description of Federal policies and.

bractices we/wgll d fine citizens ,anq participatibn. The citizens -we

.

twé categories: firgt dre those whese current
- .

conditions mahe ehﬁfhe squéct for intended benefits under Federal

q,-

programs.; second are. those who may be disadvantaged as a result of the

.

- L -
the path of ' enewal*clearance, or farm.laborers whose jobs are " &&

F 4 ) 'S , ™

= g

»

‘use of,federa ,resources (e.g. 3lum dwellers and small businessmen in‘ _/

threatened by "brace;o" legislation) Participation can be viewed as an --

/

act o, as ries of act's by which the "citizen"‘has the Opportunity to .

}

1nf1uenc the distribution of benefits or losses which may be wisited

upon h (or upon those people he représenmts) as a’:esult of Federally-

/ - v M . - -
-

supporfed activity., - ’ : N
’ / ' ' ’ e &

-

,/ There is a certain‘ioose, unorganized quality about citizen >

. X .
» . . N ~ o B h




u".categorization: (a) those Federal progrgms whose administrative guide:

A i 70x rovide by exic [l

-

s L

participation defined in the above manper which is'at sharp variancé with
] ch h\ .

3 4

the kind o} participation which has the capacity to share in the govern-
N o * s 1

ance of citlies. In fact it is the absence of this.quality which’
. . Yo : T -
potentially distinguishe$ citizen participation in the Federal Community

v . ‘ +
, .

Action and Model Cities Programs., Participation in these 1atter two -

- -

efforts has focussed great energy ‘on the bu11ding of structures which can
)

.

% ¢ +
continuously be concerned Wlth 1ssdes of governance as opposed to the

-~ . 14

transient,\S1ng1e purpose involvement which characterizes almost all other
v -

-

Federal’efforts.. Federal programs such as Model Citie$ and the-

Community Action Program are either'concerned with a cifegory of .

.

L

persons (those who are poor) or with persons living with1n a spec1f1ed
A - ’ 4

area, The structure for citizen part1c1pation in these two programs is

" )

in theory meant to piovide'an on-going vehicle for influencing a re- a

‘

distribution of goods and services to bfnefit all those who are poor or

Q N

who res1de within the model nelghborhood By this definitiony- Com-

1

'nunitfggction Agencies and Model City Agencies aSpire to become govern-

mental ;Eructuresiable to continuoust offer opportunities for inflqence
to their reapective comstituencies. - . )

N vy *, o T e : ' -
The great visibility which the Community Action and Mod&1 Cities '

— - .

programs have given to citizeneparticipation should not hfde the fagt

. <

=

that there is a history and practice in other Federa; programs (outsrde

. sreer .

of CAP and Model Cities) which iend themselves to’ the folloW1ng

- .

-

- T
.

-
.

lines call for "involvement, "particjpation,! "seeking the advice of,"
. . - '
- -~ - R .

but with few clues as"tg'who is to be involved or what'ﬁorm the

[} .
S .
.

1nvolvement is to take, and (b) those programs which show 1nterest 1n




!

- -

O

ERIC”

P e
.

the creation of, limited purpose structures (e.g., coubcils, radvisory

N ¢
a o, g - - . .

boa;d§3_parent commitgéas) ta act as .sdurce$ of influence over narrowly
o . < Lo
defined programs (e.g+, mental health centers, Headstart Programs,

o
4

R PR S ‘ S ;
vocationale training). Of course, there .are many other Federal programs

»

ﬁhosqohdministratiVe'gufdelines (and legislation) do noft reflect ‘any .
SN : " Lo ' g i : ot
concern with the issue of citizen participation. S ’

‘ R . i -

. The point is that there is no one Federal policy toward cit;zen
¢ el . o - o

participhtigﬁ--there are many policies. The most difficult and salient

job for policy analy3is is. to determine where a‘profusfbn of policies is
. | .

appropriate because of differing prog?hm'goalsh and where a profusion
: X , ‘ o

-
. »

. LT . \
v represencsatim9rous administration,’ confusion as to pﬂrpose,’qu gaps
g >

I N . N

between various Federal agenc1es - ' st
o , . « +
13

Given our dua} focus an Federal pollcy and sltlzen paﬁlelpatlon

. “ . -~ I

we have attempted to establlsh that‘qhere are varieties of p011c1es and

practices which fapl‘under the heading of ”cytizeﬁ Qarticipation." At a
> - .

latex point we .will, dffer gﬁeater ﬂetail_as$to the varjeties. of Fedeiil

policy. :And,basea upon interviews wizh Federal-officials a§avg11 a8 a .

readiné of F;éeraf ,agency documént ;‘;e;wiil furthe; %:segibéicitize&- .

éarticipatidn, and analyz.;a its comp net;é.pnarts B . -

Ta. .
o C A 4

stigators“hhve aléoilooked'at citizen participation,
e - +

a a

d "Nelghborhood Pover and Control o Spiege) and -
)
»
%lttenthai suggest the follow&ng types of part1c1patlpn. information,

- - 3 b [N

,consuhmatlon negotlatlon shared policy and’deciélon maklng, joint
lannlégl delegatlon of plannlng responstbllaty,'and nelghborﬁood control,
The Sakland Task Force of the San, Franc;sco Federal Executive Board
i specified % narrowaf contlnuum for part1c1pat10n ranglhg ‘in 1nten51ty

.y . *

3 o ’ - ’ - r~
. .
- ~ . )
.

- 3
! . -
N . - - - .
Ca . T / - .
-~ . . .

» .
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o
[

from emplo&mentd_

v

through dialogue and influence

oy

s .
to.control.

of
. E

part1cu1ar use to this study is tHe OakIand Task Force s attempt to 11nk

A\ . *

patterns of part1crpatlon Wlth part1cu1ar Federal agencies.

-

.

Based upoh

. supported actlvity--the-Communlty Actlon Agency.

a study oﬁ the Office of Economlc Opportunlty S (OEO) Commun1ty Actlon -

Agencies, Dav1d Austin’ saw the foIlow;ng act1v1t1es as components of

- )

partfc{patlon: the organization of advisory committées,

» ~ ~

. S o
of open community hearlngs and conferences

community sociotherapy, a ,°
. ~ -
\ o . v
union of serwice consumers, a community corporation through which the
©

- s b . . g . . T n ¢
‘neighborhood directly confzrol$ a provision of community services.,, Y

. <
. ‘developing political sk§11s\and3politica1 organizationsgamong\cit;éens :
) ' N -’ Ve - . - R

who have been iénbred'by traditional political pafty'strpctures,

- '
B

*
a"
.3

- 4 ¢
coalltlon of actlon organlzatlons in low-lncome aress, “and the urban ., *

» LAY
¢ ' 4 oL . .
'pommunlty based on small, seLf-Contained; self-maintaining,,self-»- .
d1rect1ng\ne1ghborhoods ' L e .

, ‘

v . &

It shouId be noted thatjépiegel and Mlttenthal and the Oakland

-

ot

“‘.

Task Force’ specifLed‘dlfferent patterns of c1tlzen part1c1patlon based
. ? . '

»

upon a varietz of Federal program.activity.o Conversely; Austin developed

. + . \l .
san even more detalled set of speciflcatlons based upon a slngle Fedérally-
1- v ..' B

Iy%gontradisttnction

LY

_——‘—"‘5, 3 e . .
’ to the Oakland ‘Task Fofge RepOrt, Austin‘s data,snggests that partici-
: . v <. * . “ .. -

e .
TR

pation'varies’witﬁin‘a %ingle Federally-supported effgrt”at_least'as much’

+ < .

\. W ‘.\A

> o

Y, ,
‘1. loymenb in this sense means openlng some”jobs in pubilc pxogra
. to poor* and dmsadvantaéed citlzens. .Thé jobs may be quite. important,

But they rate low in terms ‘of c1trzen part1c1patlon because thosa emponed

cannot - formally help § program pollcy or répresent the 1nterests of

-

_.«v .

their group oL ne1ghborhood . . AR \ ~ ] ’
N . ¥
é_‘ ) ) et} -.: LA ) 7 o) PO :“ B & e
i - ge ceL 0 . ‘ e R A g

holding a series




as it does between efforts supported by different Federal agencies. This’: .

) ¢ is not to negate the Oakland Task .Force's suggession that different oY _ ".
N . . \ PRt - : .

13
patterns of participation tend to.be associated w1th different Federal
' «*

programs.’ But if Austin s findings'with regard to the.Community Action .
~ (R T I

. *Program are correct, there may be 2 scale- like quality to patterns of
v narticipation wit@in a Federally supported program, The notion of .scale
would imply that the Federal program which facilitates the‘most intense

kind of participation also reflects less intense patterns of participation._

4

This'notion of intensity is reflected in the Oakland Task Force scheme

- and in the Spiegel-Mttenthalpaper, dne‘of qhese papers sees 1ntensity \ N -
A Beginning withiemployment and'ending‘withﬂcontrol.\ The other sees.in-s_2 4 ‘ vﬁsq
; formation_aétivities as the least inténse, but agrees that control«is. . ’
N the most intenseﬂfgrm of”pafticipation.at the other end of the scale |

It m1ght be useful to fit these ideas of 1ntensity variance in

T " » ey
- )

. citizen particiRation, to assumed differences in Fedetal agenby policy ’ t

SRR BN ,ﬁy combining the spiegellﬂittenthgﬁiand Oakland Task Force schemes, ‘one S

I

might come up with four measures of intensity (ranging from "least" to o e »}jj
- e , N, Y M e

"most" intense) (A) employment information (B) dialogue-advice giving, -

L3

(C) shared. authority, (D) controlrh We have previously suggested fbur

patterns of Federal agency, policy. (a) the no-policy program; (b) the : ? v ;,
program whose gugdelines call for involvement or particlpation without. L

-

L ’ further specification, (c) the program which specifids an advisory or A
¥ -

policy body,composed -of "citizens," (d)- the programs*which ¢all for o - 1; '

Tre

, Acitizen participation structures able to deal with an array of 1ssues

[ ) - -

. . of gbvernance on a continuing basis.’ L -

. Vo




pet'g

If the ideas of scale and intensrtgﬁare Valld the patterns CLT

.
»

. shown in Figure 1 might prevail The diagram means to suggest that. the
c Y , "

\intensity of citizen 1nvolvement in a part1cular ‘program adﬂ the

pattern of- Federal agency policy are strqngly related to each other,

The diagram fGrther suggests that Model C1t1es and- CAP - (policy "gr)

%ould be.most li%ely'to reflect control ("D“) as a form of citizen

participation.r Federal programs ("a") w1thout an articulated part1011

3 - . .

_(pation policy would be likely to have the least intensive forms of

> ~

lpartic‘ ation as regiected by category HAn --employment and}information.
'In addition to the‘idea that\intensity of involvement ®d
’gency policy vary with each other, there is the unstated,
assumption that policy precedes..and influences-sintensity[' This

is-a most‘important assumption becayse it argues that the character of

[

citizen involvement is directly influeniced by the characterrof,agency

K] . T e . - . .
policy. " David Austin's da%a has already suggested. that in the CAP
o * e C . prey .

~

3

’

. -, program, despite a singlé national policy, there is a variety in local
patterns of‘participation:. g R ,r¥'
. . o™y e o .
) ﬂehve so” far Suggested that the character or 1ntens1ty of

A XY

-

.

c&tizen patticipation is 1nfluenced both by loca1 communlty factors and
~ %— LS

the character of Federal agency pollcy. 1f these appear to be rather

‘-
. - ‘1, ’ - i

obvious causal factors there ix yet a third which is equally obvious

» .

and equally important. Th1s is the factor of "purpose."

Purpose as a Variable influeéncing ‘the character of citizen
Lo - e —

participation i% dffficult to capture, On one level, purpose is

-3 L
“ S

apparent or can bé™ inferreﬁ rom. the~nature of the laws under which -

Federal programs operate. . Buk in most Fedéral programs

’ 14

C purpose,.as
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. e . . T . .
. ' - : . . |
. specified in administrative guidelines, becomes more significant thhn

Y [}

i the .law itself. One can argue that OEO s guidelines to amplify the.
legislative language of "maximum feasible participation" were moge CI%Fr - .

vt and important as to purpose, tHan the rather vague language of theLlaw

v L2 N

ﬁ Daniel P Hoynihan s writings are instructive in, this area.
\ .

Iftadministratiﬁm guidelines both amplify and deflect

-2 '(’ K . L

legislative purpose it is equally clear that Federal administrators at R |
ail levels further amplify and deflect. One’;stube interViewee in the . ,

A -~
-

Department of Housing and Urban. Development noted ‘that administrative }? i

-
- .

. : .
’ ) policy Witﬁ*regard t6 citizen participation was used as an indulgence.
. "» ‘ "‘““

That.is, in dealing with localities, the Federal administrator\could i »

. R wn

NI -

indulge the community' s»inattention to citizen participation in return

[ 3
u o »

for more adequate performance in other areas. In gffect, the purpose of . :

*
. - -

citizen participation policy.in such a case was to_give the administra-_  °

. . ) .. : X .
ce tor something ’Eﬁtrade with., :- Yy S L . N
) . T o i . . e ,’) X . ‘v
,The variable of “purpose has been dealt witl carefully and ’ R

)

_ similarly in separate papers prepared by Baniel Fox and the Organization

AT

in

g " for Social and Technical Innovation (0STI) for OEO.ﬂ Virtually

identical lists. in these papers suggest the ﬁollowing as ﬂﬁrposes of
. i
. EILS AY hd
citizen partiCipation (1) decentralizing governmeptal authority,

-

engineering the consent of the govérned, (3) insuring equal pro ection' .

to individuals and groups through a watchdog citizenry, (4) a form of

. therapy to cure alienation and other social diseases of our time, (5) .. ,!._'

>

- Rl
<

employing residents 80 as to "humanize" serVices, (6) creé%ing cadres

S E4

- Aw

of anti-rioters, (7) building a constituency for the program and (8) .

redistributing power and resources.r oo : - .

-’ - . .. . - A - .
-ERIC- Coe , . : , !
. o - ra ~ v * .
JAFuliText Provid c . . . . . " . <




*;
Y Whil% it may be genera11y presumed that a program s purposes are

" embodied in the. law,’

. B '

Yy ow
the experience with regard to citizen part1c1pation

Except in the case, of-the Efonomic Opportunity Act

-

>~y

is very different.

/and ,the Model Cities 1egislation (and eVen 1n these cases) there 1s

7 L

. e

i

hittle or no 1egislat1ve language with regard ‘to citizen part1c1pation.

v

. N
_Even: if administrative policies go beyond legislative 1anguage and give

some * gttention to citizen" paréicipation, one is st111 1eft w1fh the

fipding that policies for participation at-the Federal level are mis- ., !

’ . . N

understood, piecemeal and erratic in their implementation.

3 4

°One,l]is over-"
whelmingly impressed with the degree of adninistrativefdiscretion in
. Yo, i " : [ = : v . b

this area. And one is even more impressédeith the apparent . v

1 e

¢ differences in purpose which various administrators attach to the idea

of citizen,participation. And there are indeed administrators who see

¢

Lo purppse'in it at all, Aé a final note~of description with regard to

purpoée it was apparent that everyfFederal official interviewed per-

I
»e

= B3

ceived a lessening of interest in citizen participatioﬂ on the part of
the Nixon administration._ This wag, despite the almost total 1ack’of
agy hard . ev1dence to support .this perception. kfhe Model Cities‘
Program is the outstanding exception, in: that @é& HUD memoranda issued
in May 1969 were vdewed as very damagingjto Certain existinglcitiaen«
partic1pat10n arrangements ) 1f ‘the reader.is confused by this per- f

- .
-~ ' / . [

... ception, he must-remember thatato Fe&eral:officials of any sophistica;ion,

-

. J "r’

the notion of citizen participation is 1n part a euohemism for the
sharing .of program authority with;the black community ~Federal” staff

sharing of’ ‘authority as a high priority item

1*’«' o

apparently do not see-such a

.
st

in the Nixon administraéﬁﬁn

- '.--

S

"
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In the next section we will .examine some definitions of citizen, o

. ?
.

of participation,’of neéighborhood ‘and of representation. After that we

P N 4 e
. Pt . . 2
B Y !J

will examine Federal practices with regard to participation in three

-

"categories of activity: agencies having legislative—or administrative B ’

policy ealling for citizen participation the Community Action and' .

.odel Cities Programs, and agency programs taking cogniZance of Com-
munity Action or Model City vehicles in order to secure participation“

. [ -

" The closing section of the paper will comment on the current state of \ T
"'o:mt\‘ '

-

citizen participation policy as well as recommendations for policy

P4 o -
development. , LT Iy
A ]

The material -for the study was gathered‘through personal inter-

views with Federal management persondGl in the Office of Economic . )

Opportunity, the Department of‘ﬁabor, the Department of Housing and

Urban Development, and, the Department of Health,'Education and Welfare.'f

0

All pers0nnel were\based in the San Francisco regional office of their

I

respective agencies and were connected to programs which operated at the
*y

s city level These four agencies are not inclusive of agencies interested
CT

BREE in citizen participabion.. The Department of Agriculture h?s policies, -

vea

‘on citizen involvement which pre date most of’the agencies being 103%%8 T

. at. There are other agencies which are not included, such as the Smal}

Business Administratibn the Economic Development AdministratiOn, and

the. Community Relations Service of the Department.of sttice, all of
which deliver resources of great ﬁnportance to needy citizens. There,

are also agenq@es such as ghe Bureau of Public Roads whose resources can
: - ,\.
.  cause serious disadvantage'as well as advantage. Another notabIe

12 . e

omission is’ the Selective Service System whose "Litlle Groups of Neigh-

o TE——rr— .o . . ~ 5 . _'1, i . _.
S L . : R - L
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E

‘local level,

»
.

have béen realigned by the Nixon administration so, that their regional LN
boundaries are coterminous.‘:jy/;s precisely with thése agencies that aﬁ~ .
A -

bors" (see March 1969 issue of Trans- Action) have brought into focus R

certain ironies and injustices(in-the use of citizen partic1pants ta :
& '
! . .

administer a national:polécy at the local level. .
/ f . . o ) — s

) However, the four ageanes selected represent the heart of the‘ﬂ,

“Federal system's capacity to deliver resources to those in need at the
4

Ce

"‘a‘
~

L

.

Furthermore they represent four of the five agencies which p

o

participat%%n may be advi%able.
\

. This opening section.has suggested that citigen part1c1pat10n is -
- / ,‘-—
3 .
A major focus of this paper w1ll be to

mutualL%zconceived approach to citizen.

of many parts and definitions.,

capture these definitions as they are part of, and appear to 1nfluence,

=

-

P

1

W

¥

N

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Federal programs.

In defining citizen participation .as the focus of the .

.?\\ s
L)
?

AN ]

we were attracted to differences in localities, differing Federal

- + . v
s

policies and differing perceptions of purpose as ways of explaining . .

study,

‘-yariations 1ndtitizen participation.b”The paper w111 include materials

reflecting thése differing poliqies and differing senses of purpose as

. viewed by regional Federal personnel This section of the study will be

B

,unfortunately salientwith regard to patterns of participation as seen . o
ocallz Until the local vantage point i's incorporated it is clear that .

} S w .
any policy recommendations must be Speculations not g

3
¥

crucial diﬁensiOn of live locally based experience.

=
- —~ <

(2

rounded “in the L&
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result of the use
4

. definition of a

Mayors publication noted o -

e Tl .
R T SR
N ." :’/ N o~ e %‘\ ’

'/‘i', ¢ ':“O 3 0 K ) ‘o N ) ) \
A%E . , ; - K . ‘ -
Gt o 4 - P}‘t v Y

T y{‘ e . S a s
°f . \,,;‘ . - . N - + ! c,
o . SECI‘ION I -
.« o ANALYSIS OF\KEY CONCEPTS A, Lo
_A.MWH'O ISACI'l;IZEN?' Y - .
. This paper defines a "crtiz n" -as one whose currént condition

s

makes hlm the subgect for Federal efforts at resource distribution

4

He

ig"a¥go defined as someone ‘who might be-§otentially“disadvantaggﬁ as a_

i

resources.

The
N itizen is to narrow the field to'partiqular kinds of
. . 2 v
persons who upon closer 1nSpection turd zut to be.laréely_ﬁoor, largely
minority'group, an often largely both. If one accepts the curren;
re ndt minorfty group, and.minoxlty group membeZS

data that most poonf

“

are not poor,”then’ it.is reasonable to argue that in one sense this

‘definition of "citizen" draws its defining circle around too few peOple,

and yet,in another sense we have included inside ‘the cigcle many who

ought not to be there..

- v -

The defini?ion problem®is noteasy.

‘A January 1966 -publication

of the United States Conference of Mayors showed its biases in favor of

L4

a different kind of citizen. In commenting on the requirement of the

Economic Opportunity Act for citizen participation, the Conference of’

.

"It has become clear that the areas to be served in any .
- city contain families of various income leveis and it is “
often the stable citizen in Such’areas who most often has
" the time and the motivation to volunteer first for ¢om~
'munity action. The steady arid stable steel worker, postal
" dlerk or fireman who is ‘active in the affairs of the old
neighborhood\where ‘he lives is a link to.his poor neighbors.
’ - ;2() VA

e A R R PRI

“ bt eet
. ‘o, (o

pose of this cohstructed

Rl

3

AN




o

B

by axea residents The Department of'Health,'Education and Welfare, in

matters,pertaining to the organization.and delivery of health'services,s

" of poverty. In return for this, some agencies:would then define an‘_

course, -exceptions to this hierarchy of citizens,. These might occuz - —.°~

i"hollow" resident from* Appalachia, or a poor older adult from anywhere,

~ would be examples of a devalued citizen. In qther instances the values

c1usion of non-minority "citizens" as ,a priority, to demonstrate that

They know him and he can often get them involved when.’-
a.professional staff petson or social worker cannat." -

OEp.programs might accept the "steady and ‘stable steel‘worker";if

- LW . ot :

he were 'black or brown as well as steady and stable. Model Cities mfght
-4 % Q .

have less difficulty with his color if he were "democratically selected"

4
J hd S

Y - . .

might see him as a "consumer representative;' .and also, if he were

@

L -

biack or brown, as a representative of thd poor. . .

-

For the purposes of meeting Federal guidelines there wougn

.
.~

appear to be less desirable and more desirable citizens. Most-

,'34.

desirable would be, the combined characteristics of black or brown and % -

- -

poor, If one of these qualities had to Be- surrendened it w0ulddbe that

h os -

- ~

acceptable citizen as one of color who-rappears_to have some bona fide —

connection ‘to those who are both poor and’ of color. Thealeast desir-.
. . -
able person fromathe point of how well -he fits this notion of citizen

. * - : 4 -

would be one who is simply poor without being of color, There are,of  * -
. @ e . ", , * - <

whefe the citizen holds membership in, another group‘which is of devalued

. . oy - V] - . . )
status and this group is a focus for Federal progrmn intervention, A-

NS
- . -

o

i
-

of the administering Federal agency or. official might favor the ih-

-
'f

integrated citizen participéfdon bodies are possible.—
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. Given this hierarchy of citizens some further specifications of>

our definition of & citizen is in order.. The ideal citizen .seems one-
: - - . s » .

. who is both.disadvantagedqané disconnected for (or inadequateiy to)

major institutions By being of color and poor he faces double j%p ardy

A - - - L oe®

in our society. But even if he 1s of color w1thout belag poof, th

- ¢ a

17

-

- .

"~

meaningless.
. A s

and unsatisfactory:

.. . ek

worthy. target for citizén participation efforts.

v

-

v The reader may find these definitions of

settle for a deffhition‘oﬁ—citizen'which\is so

7

- still seems an assumptlon that he-is d1sconnected, and xhereque a
’ or

o -

¢
»
bR}

4

L
“citizen" very fluid

c1usive~as_to be

"

&

¥

Partially, it is a result of.qur refusing to

.

The citizen yho is the .target of Fe eral 1nvolvement‘

@y

efforts is not every man.

e

N

He is a specific segment of the—population "

[

i

a const1tuency and.englneer its consent.

"

de

Sy

R

e

1y

-

e- purposes of &tazen

rv‘

whose particlpatlon can be instrumental in achieving certaln purpo§esn' L

. Follbwing ‘the Fox~0STI analysis (see

. part1c1pat1on may be described as. seekrng to:,

(a) decrease a11enat10n;

/ >’

2oataes

)

’

-2

4" -

creaté an organized soc1eta1 force capable of protect1ngsaggrreyed

*

o

(b) engage the "sTck" individual‘(rather lhan he “sick" societ ),.(c) ,;
¥ 4

.
-

. groups and wrnnlng for them a fa1rer share of resources, and (d) develop

~In this kind of purposeful world whefre peop1e are used as L
e, . . .
amlnstruments,gum not because therr 1nvolvementﬁé§ 1ntr1ns1ca11y to, ‘be,
v - , - .
) ) yalued,.it.is,no accident thaﬂBthe c1t1zen e emerge with as- the targét -
of Federal particlpatlon p011c1es is one who 1is of minority status or
N Iy, . ::.- . [\
[ El
U e poor or, 1dea11y, both. ‘yot surpris1ng1y he 1s the vbry c1t1zeq'who has
: g“ A
, shown the 1east propenglty for past 1nvdﬁvement in the'organ1zed 1{fe
. , . R
prior involvemé i

wage

of his community. /Whether his lack gf

T
. o .
- -
-




v ! . ] . ,
)

life is a ‘'symbol of his difficulties or a cause of his difficulties is not

¢

at issue here. Rather, it *seems proper.to suggest that if Federal

’

/policy did notcdefine the disadvantaged and disconnected as the specific
~citizen they were interested in Federal efforts at citizen involvement
would be’ likely to emerﬁe with” the same citizen who has for so long

populated‘%'le world of vgluntary social welfare--the yhite, the affluent,

- and’ the well-born. . o .

-~ % We obviously-would nat want this defidition of a "citizen" to be

—
‘

inverted ta. imply that anybody should be deprived of, his citizenship §
rights because he -is not poor, brown, black, or other&ise conceived to be ¢

disadvantaged ) On the contrary, we assume that'those not included in our

~
.

‘definition are in a, better position to assert their rights and will )

continue.to\do so through various piii/ical economic and social v

-3
hannels. we have focuss\u on a narrow defihition of citizen because

. -

it is this cit}zen who is the “current object of so many Federal efﬁorts, .

. \

o

and it is this citizen that is implied in the current ‘usage of "citizen

<Shrticipation

B. PARTICIPATION
Ea Y

A number ‘of interviewees cited difficulties in getting local

public officials to agree to provide for citizen participation if the

—

rparticipation was to inchngythdﬁe who were poor, and/or of color. Othcrs
. ™
’ cited the difficulty’in making contact with the "right" citizens. But
. only'ons interviewee, a black official suggested that the concept of
participation as currently promulgatéd in most Federal programs,,was
e
not worth t ame, He suggested that participation by b1ack leadership

. - - L

'ein local prog am coalitions might have the effect of blunting or di- .
Q = ’
« . %4
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> Stage A . - |policy|  Advisory and/or C\i\;\izen Advisory
(Citizen.Advisors) - ‘Group Ad Hoc Relations _ Group®
x ' E
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. kel By oOfficials 3nd "Citizen",
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- Fig. 2. Citizen Participation Patterns N ¢
hiod . - . B

»

At “e y ‘ . . .
coalition as_a 1egitimate structure for black participatron.

2 B
. r ’:% 17 . .
. PR .
- - - - ‘l‘f
- J A
. |
verting the "blacerEVolution.” oa - Y -7
% ¢ .

. Any follower ofvdevelopments in Federally funded, programs, since

. .0 . I3 -

the days of the Juvenile Delznquency Demonstration programs some seven

7 ~ v

~years ago, will not be surprised at this black man's reJection of

In 'another
.

v . ’ . ’ g ' b

' paoer (QIP Journal,'July 1969) this-writer has ;rgued that Federal pro- -

-t . -, . ~ .
'grems emphasizing citizen involvement have .moved from coalition to -

-

s - - . -

T . . . '

adVersary forms of participation. 'These participation patterds may be

< B, 4

"+ graphically captured .in ;he”following'ménner

-

~ .

Coalition policy groups as.regresented rn,Stage B of Figure 2,

e

-

may %e a coalition of individuals representing different points of v1ew

or a more.formal coalition of different interest groups (e. g public

,#&‘241.

4

.

,

.
-

e
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representatives has certain final or preliminary authority.

.

of final authority, it, would be the citizen dominated body which makes

——

program policy

Q

dominated body which makes program policy.

,

. .- ' . - . .
N i N i — : .
. ‘/ ¢ [ 1.8 - i
L ’ {
g -~ ' - ® * B ) M
gencies, the citizénry affected by a program and- general publid . v
interests) Such’ coalitions are distinguished by the fact that control ‘
over a program :ests with the coalition s policy group. Stage C o
(citizen control) reflects a 81tuation _where a body dominated By citizen .

' 1In the case of final authority-, it'would be‘the cit‘izen‘ )

" In the case of preliminary

In the case

—

authori"y, a public body would be unable to acb on a policy decision i ’ X .

until approval had béen received from the citizen’ body

the citizen body and the public body become potential adversaries in that

each body ﬁossesses separate policy authority,and meithexr body can act

v, . .
—-withoft the-other. .

confronting coalition forms of participation, one ought not be surprised \“*,l

>

.- s —

“ - . m
fn Oakland and analytic<ﬁaterials from'Spiegel and Mittentflal (see .

introduction) both suggested a_ range of intensity to participation.

T

“bath analyses the most "intense“ forms of participation were of the

LY
dversary (control) rather than thewcoalition variety.
L] ry on

currency‘of separatist ideas in the black community, and the pnoblems

diverted" fiy participation in coalition structures. Howeverf this ' ,

interviewed expressed similar reservations about coalition fqrms of -

. participation.

A

o

\.--

¢

- &

f.
o %
‘.

-

%

Materials developed by the Federal Executive Board Task Force

s

LY

' at.the_expressed fear amongst, black leadership of being "blanted and

_ writer was surprised that almost none of the over 40 white oﬁficials

In this instancg,

o~

.In

-

Given the - -

e
R .

ha

LY

P




The(explanation may, be simple.. Cbalition policy bodies appear

.

T to achieve certain key purposes- they appear to reduce the alienation of
&those involved they _appear to increase the competénce and well being of

: ' . ~those -involved (to the point where participation in community decision-
Mw <"

R i making has provided an important job ladder for Negro participants) and

- )-&0, . . e
N

they appear to ease the problems of winning consent for programs: Ins
- effect,’ participation in'councils and policy bodiEs appears to "cool ‘ - .
@ g
. out" and connect those involved in precisely the way they were sqpposed

. . .

LI
e * - L . - .

:/k to. The literature of citizen participation isrfilled wigh references ;E& ey

e T 5. T
g to Pygmalion-like stories.of black and brown leadership In fact, much 3 - s
ce ‘\ " of this literature winds up with a cavegt that participation which s
ke . .
.77 creates connectionmto the~“establishment”,cdh at'thg same time dis-—< ’ PRI 1

. :' P . .t .-"? - . "
- connect the participant from the community--he is supposed to represent.

: There of;course are Federal officials who see change ‘as being

Tet facilitated by abrasive citizen action, or as one put it, counter— -

, -

vailing power. But unless such officials workedain the Community Action

[ bl

g or‘Model Cities Program, they hdd - litale opportunity‘to move pdartici-
L d a 0-3 ! ‘.
pation in their programs to adversary or contention styles .of relation- T,
o S
ship. In some cases,'officials could guide their ﬁtograms to take

‘
’

oo greater cognizance of citizen-dominated neighborhood councils or .model

o ' ‘," N e

city boards, and in so doing increase’ the {nfluence of these groups over

S -

. . B .
a variety of Federal programs.) But it is thearare Federal official' »

~ .
Eid
- P

who wpuld guide his’ program willingly inhg\a situation»where citizen- .
" dominated groups (e g. Community Action or Mbdel City Agencies) could

o influence the expenditure of resources not in their program-domain.

At 3 ) ‘1"; It is likely that in the past few years both Federal offiffﬁls*ﬁl
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~and "citizen" 1eaders have become far more sensitive to the prerogatives

’ ~ e

1nvolved in different types of participation. Outside of the Cqmmunity'

- . -

Action,and Model Cities programs, most participation is of the advisory—

-

consu1tat1vé‘var1ety This.seems particularry 50 whep the 1oca1 grantee

is a public agency such as a school system, an»employnegi service a

- . L4 r

department of welfare, etc. However., there is some evidence that
advisory groups composed solely of citizen types (such as an Urban

Reneval Project Area Committee, or-a Public Housing‘Tenants Council) can’
@ N\
B Fl

_be at 1east as effective in pressing for change as neighbg!hood repre-' ¥,

sentatiVGS,participating 1n coalition bodies. Thus the intensity of

influence does not necessarily move inVa.linear fashion from advisory o -
«~ l‘ Al . 4 -

relatibonships, to shared policy -fupctions, to.éontrol. In its capacity'

. ) . : . .

to hold to a neighborhood (or ”citieen")'point"of view, the all-"citizen"

- adv1sory group may be more effective than policy-making coa1itions which
- . —-ﬂ“

Y

include a minority of "citizen" 1ntérests. . -
. " ' T
In reviewing 1nterview‘materials, we’are impressed with the

@

°’ great'confusibn andfambiguity existing amongst*Federal officials around
L . :
the cencept of partiéipation. Fengersonnel seem aware of the range: of-

" options covered by the i*ea of participation.. Few agencies have any

. T
\ working definition a%,to what participation ought to involve. Almost

all agencies prefer to deave thes% definitions to locgl communities, and -

S A ~ @

are prepared to act as a broker between ‘the loca1 community and citizepn

. ~

) groups w?én faced with complaints.; the area of defining\participation,
- "‘ ¢

-

as in every other area conHSCted to the’ idea of citizen participation,

3 )

Federal administration by exception prevails. That 1s, Federal
K

PR

pe;sonnel appear to steer c1ear of the aréag unless specific excepi?on

2




3\

and ask that they deal with it. . ' L.

into-their budgets.

v
. .
. .
Iy . - s
] . L ! .o N
4 . > . . R o
. . . *
. . - ,

is ‘taken by alocal group, - In‘such cases of exception,‘the prevailing'f

Federal,pattern of'response, is to alertsthe local agency to the problem . v
- > . N

"

. In the atea of participation, as in other kindred areas,.the
L ) c

experience, policy, and level ofcstaff concern-in the Community Action

¢

-

and Model City programs appéar to ‘be of their own category. ~_9nly these

- s

two programs appear to have given serious thought to the provision of

stipends to citizens to facilitate their participation. The Community

3

Action Program has a well developed set of policies_concerning stipends . -

for participatrpn, and many local CAA agenciés routinely build such costs
- - oo . . .

¢ . e,
. N -
-

-

i N o
The last comment on this issue cdncerns the difficult question of

- .

A number of interviewees report that the

4

gualitz of participation.

actual state of participation is different than its public image.

e

. ?articipation tends to be characterized as superficial, sporadic &nd

often willing to leave policy-making tq agency professionals. In thz B

respect, partjcipatio amongst minority group and oor people may differ
P Nt y P P

little from what we have known about partic1pabion by other segments of

our p0pulatioh.,

e

k)

A

vj’ The ‘obvious disappointment with which cértain Federal personnel

s

A ]
1
A

-~ .-

related their observations about partidipation mayiindicate the need to

s

establistrnew expectations about how people participate. in communal life. -

¢

Vo - :
participation for'all people is a gometimes thing, and that there is a’

<

other cautions, ageneies may continue to develgp participation policies

N s s 28

. »

‘generggagendency to defer te profes31onal expertise

©

Federal policies ought to be developed with the;recognition-that

.
H

Given these and .

-4
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c k whichcaccord with ex erience, rather than*unreal expectations. e -1
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t A Department of_Labor handbook for the 'Concentrafed Employment

v,
57

¢ «<&Program’ (CEP) reads: "The CEP citizen participation structure must have

- . .

clear and direct access to the decision;making process of the CEP so that

T

- the nchhborhood views can influence policy, planning and program

?Qﬁdeci51on. ' (our emphasis) : ",

i

( - A Department of Housing and Urban Development circular dealing .

-~ ., w1th "the Social Goals for Public Houging", ! callaﬂfor~ﬂgreatly expanded

14

; -participation of tenants in project management qffairs, and programs w'

AN - - +#
R "
T

. . 'designed to strengthen the self sufficiency of tenants,,'. "Management

. % should,. .work with .tenants in partnership to create a sense of

-

% community in the 'project, to promote citizenship, and tonencourage‘/

. ‘s
-~ -

. . 4 . 2
.» . tenants Lo put down roots and assume a 'responsible ‘role in project
. . - - .

affairs." - . t E SR ) *

-
- » . . ! -

A Department of ﬁealth: Education and Welfare Guideline for the

*
. »

” .
';ff-% o development of Comprehensive Health Services Projects asks th?t "projects

“ty ‘ o~

should insure that residents of the target area will have decision-

K - - S a

making.roles n the planning, development and operation of the project,

s including site _and personnel seleetion." (our emphasis)
[} . [

An ‘0EO pamphlet on Neighborhéod Centers states: "The Neighborhood

{
J 'f

. . - - %
. ' o Cent(i s first task. is to engage and involve neighborhood pe0ple in its
. f oo < i

planning, operations~ and development Centers must build«on a solid

- ‘ ~“ 0
) . base.of neighborhood invplvement and resident participation,.;The board -
l« ’ A ‘,‘ o - . , i ~ . . M

y ,' * (of & neighborhood.center) can also include non-poor residents bf‘the

-
N .

®. .
. . neighborhood who are community leaders and profesqjonal people "o \

e o "

\f

i " V 9 ‘(’ ’
. s - =
ke ‘ . . . . . - . R
. . M . s . .
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In building a caselfor the centrality of the neighborhood concept

in Federar policy, ome ought not to avoid the obvious by omitting the
" -4 - '
legislative phrase "maximun feasible involvement of groups and areas to be

* -
-

N
h;served." The insertion of 4 roups and areas" rather than "of\the poor"

- 5
- R I

-"  (which is the ¢ommon perve;sion) may have been happenstance, or it may

w» -l

. have been conscious recognition that to talk of meaningful inVolvement ‘ '

is to talk of- collectivities of“people. Most often,.that collectivity is

formedcbecause people share a commpn grievance, or-because they share

.

a common Status (such as being a devalued minority group) whose probability

of grievance is high. 1In the case of devalued’ minorities, the neighborhood °* -

bEcomes the most likely locus of the collectivity. '

There is-~a temptation to suggest that the notion of citizen’ .
S . =z - )
participation can only be understood in~ its’collective connotation.‘ The

argument might run as follows We began by talking about disconriection ~

" and disadvantage as characteristic of the "citizen" that Federal policy . ¢
has fn mind; we then suggested that -amongst those who were disconnected I

and disadvantaged the Black poor were ideal targets for involvement; We
P . further suggésted that where programs had to choose between black;and

-~

s poor, they would tend toschoose black- and‘lastly we noted that the o
' @ ) g vgm‘.‘m'*’”‘

notion of involvement#or participation ha% taken on a coilectrve

w connotation. After all the efiphemisms and circumlocutions are strippedu i

F— - -
o s -
o A - . &

¢ . away we appear to be talking about residential enclaves marked by the
density of their black or brown Wopulations. Thus the’ importance‘.and

the visibility'of.the "neighborhood" or the "target area as ideas when

Federal policy -addresses itself to issues of citizen involvement ‘
. ’ *l ~

Those familiar with the Model Cities and Community Action Programs

© N B
o 3 R
.- . : .
‘ .
:




o

c. .
~0 N o -~
. »

.
.

will recognize the cogency of.the above argument, Even observérs of
- » [
urban renewal public housing, comprehensive health centers, "concen-
D ' ¢
trated employment and a variety of other Department of Labor effo‘ts will

recognize that calls for citizen participation have thefr best fit to
areas with.high concentration of low-income, black and brown.families.

-

But there are other Federal efforts where the minority group neighborhood
is but a portion of’ the program s focus.” Such programs include
Community Mental Health Centers with their "catchment areas" of

75,000 to 200,000 HUD 701 Planning Grants, and various titles under the

“Elementary -and Secondary Education Act., s )
In a recent issue of Trans-Action (June 1969), Martin Rein ﬁoted

- AL

the anomaly that national policy will need to simultaneously‘aim at
.breaking and building thefghetto Model Cities efforts, OEO's Neighbor-,
i | .
,hﬁga Centers, andeComprehensive Neighborhood HeaPth Centers essentially

. aﬁn at’ building the ghetto, or at 1east at improving'the quality of life -

-
l

[inside"its walls, In such programs, it seems reasonable to expect that

e

calls for citizen participation will be addressed to collectivities of ? B

~

peqplelins e the min ity group neighborhood. Otherﬂprograms are more -

concerpéd, with commﬁnityWIde problems, or with'problems which are.not

disprOportionately visited on+the poor and the black these programs )
z«ﬁ’%
night well be acting inappropriately,if they were to focus their

citizen involvement efforts on neighborhoods of poor black and broim ¢

»

people.

. N N Qg

ﬁ In an earlier paxt ojbthis paper it was suggested that program’

, "purpose" was an independent variable influencing patterns of citizen

e

partiqipation; n this section on neighborhood it is suggested that

e oA
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.issue for Federal policy..in programs aime

e

. ' - ¥

inside the mipority group neigh orhood; In”such:programs it seems likely

a collective concern‘9f~the neighborhood. - . n .

IS ~

collectivities when the purpose is n ighborhoodzenhancement. But once
having arrived at the neighborhood as\ the focu$ for their involvement,

in the neighborhood.

there remains the large issue of who t involv
Some of these issues are cutrrently bein faced as Federal agenciés

decide to dea1 with or to byp8§$ loca1 deel Gity agenc1es.‘ A basic .-

-

at particular neighborhoods -

, T

_1s,whether~tofshpport a quasx-gpvernmental\unit ab1e to speak for the

N
neighborhood or whether to fragment (by design or 1nadvertent1y) the

1eadership4ﬁi)he neighborhood‘by building segarate policy-making/ .
advisory éonstituencies for each program. r.

~

With the advent of'the Community Action Program there was an

¥ - - -

ill- fatedattempt in SOme communities to develoR the CAA as the =

,_,ca

-sanCtioning devide. for all Federal inputs affEct ng poor pebple. bIn',
» ' 3

s

most cases -CAAs were 31mp1y not aggressive enough \in develop1ng their

. -
- —

potentia1 sovereignty, in other cases Federal agencr<: 11ron1ca11y at -.
")

times including other parts “of the OEO) refused to re ognize the CAA’

b
o

" as an apprOpri%te local sanctioning agent forLFederaL efforts.

Underna somewhat d1fferent charge (concern for a neiéggorhood

'rather than for all poor pe0p1e) the Model City agency has set out w1th

the.hOpe of'heing soveréign over Federal resources coming into theV’ff'

L -~ R ey TN ! - t. -

: -

> SR o E};)

. ’ N : -
. ‘ p

at a point of- clarity 1n their A
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local neighborhood. The result is ,not’ tlear,.but current experience

suggests tHat most .Federal agencies wi11 continue to fostgr the “establish-

., . ment of separate néighborhood pblicy\groups, and to.bypass the Model
. . - . ¢
City agency when it suits their funding needs, ) ’
) % . .. » b k &
In the Spring of 1968 this writer was party to an interesting °

attempt by the West Oakland P1anning Committee-(the Oakland Model

¥

‘ Cities Citizens Structurel to bring together six Federal agencies to ask - .

N
PR '

whether these agencies would recog%ize a veto over Federal inputs into
i A

. the West Ozakland Model .City area. The six agencies (OEO, HUD, DOL, HEW{\

Ly

EDA and CRS of the Department of Justice a11 dged, t] r responses in
-~

such & way as to 1ndicate they wou1d reserve to themselves‘ or to their

_1oca1 clients, the decision as to”ahether to be guided”by a veto of the "

X - !

West Oakland Model City group.

-~ ) s

-
‘e

There—may well be negatfye consequences to allowing a single -

-

4

a neighborhood. The mo%t negagive of consequences (assuming that inte-,

-

gration remains a national gosl) would be a growing stake by such a

.

neighborhood*group in the con&inued separation of the area as a p1anning

" and liiﬁng égtity. One can speculate that the growth and strengthening
0'

r .of a single powerful neighbofhood governing mechanismswill create the
. . .

. same. kind of stake in fragmentation which p1agues so many other areas of
. j\“oﬁr‘public lgfe. On the other hand deagfng with a single neighborhood
¢ - . |

b mechanism by a11 Federal agencies wom‘d be an important step toWérd the

reation of neighborhood units which woulg be key links in any effort at

\ .

o decentralization~of government beyond the city 1eve1 . s

If one purpose ‘of citizen participation is’the redistribution of

CoL oAl \ ,& N R -
o

Q o . . .
ERIC -, ST . 33 | o

{

) neighborhood group to determine the extent and kind of Federal activity in -

-
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_\U/ power and the creation of units which can help to secure more ‘equal
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N - . - M ¢
protection, “then Federal policy supportive of a 'single powerful neigh-
borhood group would'seem appropriate. Bﬁt as suggested earlier,'power~*

redistribution and the facilftatihg of equal protection for aisadvantaged

o
- “‘tl

- groups, may hot,currently be an 1mportant purpose of Federal citizen

participation policies. .Nar is it a purpose without risk 1n’that the

; N . ~ -
building of a single neighborhood governing structure\may further v
" ., .I ‘

~

increase and harden racial separatism.

D. REPRESENTATION ) ‘ , yooT
- . N | < -~ .~ *

In‘a let

[ & .y

In his following sentence, Secrétary Cohen captured the

» ’ .
Yilemma which confronts every Federal'agen:y’dealing the the problems
&

-

of representation.‘ Secretary Cohen wrote: "We have already igentified -

several persons among members of the Poer—Peopleﬁﬁ»Campaign whom we

s ‘w""“ﬁ . - y

. . -

intend to invite to 'serve on ‘such a committee. We, will seek the»help

.,x

of'?he Southern Cﬁristian Leadership Conference, the National Welfare

3

Rights Organization, and other appropriate.organizations..."

-

rOn the

K

py

“one hand’ Secretary Cohen appeared t0'want control by having h1s agency

Pecy

identify potential representatives.‘ But in addition, he wanted the

A

.

‘e

y
advisory committee to have legitimacy in the poor/black community, and A
. _, P " < 3
' thus indicated his willingness to. seek representatives who had a
Constituency._ E . . . ' .
P . '3
\ * .r- e, L0 / ‘ > .

P
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"At the local level Secretary‘Cohen ) dﬁgemma 18 generally re-~ -
‘ + VIN
\ : .
\\solved through the grantee agency selecting those if feels are repre%
‘/
- QEntative Thus one Office of. Education respon ¢
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asked to identify parénts who can effectively participate. In the same ° -

way, nominees for advisory committees on Tit e } ESEA programs may be

" selected by school parent groups. } , ) - :

The Regional Vffice of the Departmentlof Housing ang/ﬁrban -

- w o

Loy Development reported some 25 Project Area Committees (citizeﬂ advisory e

v

4nn
groups) as part of urban renewal programs. ~But. it is' also reported that

N -

such advisory committees were always seLected by the local'redevelopment

v - L - ’

agency, somet imes based upon “thé advice of neighborhood organizations g
The«prevailing model of picking represehtative citizen_participants seéms
N

- patterned after the process by which many appointive city\commissions are °

.. *  chosen, The chief executive makes his choice guided by a complex of

% -— -
factors: the desire to get "good" people the desire to pay'organizational

) > ”~ . ot
"V debt%, and the desire to connect constituency groups to his administration.

- i ‘)\c«

Respondents in‘ESS in particular,‘repprted‘periodic complaints

N

with regard to the issue of representativeness._ Local groups apparently

\ ’ ° .

‘seek to involve HUD as. an arbiter in protesting th& make -up of citizen .

»
MR AN

/__

TeT .advisory groups All HUD respondentsﬁwere of a single voice-in saying -

- = v

that they were careful not to intervene when questions were raised about :

P

the_ character of- localk representation. One noted that "D, C. has/warned

-~ . .

'f
the Region to-never get in i the issue of which is the representaEive

e &

local group."‘ HUD invqriably views the legitimacy of representation as a -

matterAfor.local concern, This policy even seemed to pggvail in ‘the -

& . : . .
. L. . + . . .
’ -~ - M
p oY . 4 . v 1t
. , s N I .
. . .

s . - . - - .
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M, . ~

. - T ) ) '/.. —,'
Model Cities Program with its f3r greater emphasis on citi:;p involvement

and its policy guideline that "'the. leadership (of the c1tizen part1c1--

z . ~ - a

pation structure) must donsist of pexrsons ‘whom neighborhood residentsr PRI

[N ! >
~ .

. accept as represepting ‘their interests," - - '° N ' .
a ) ' t

. . . N . -

An interesting example of the way in which Federal staff becomes

12

D)

"double agents" in this, matter'of representation was the, staff ‘member
- . - [ -

- .

R

was to be determined within the However, - 51incé& "the complaint this

Same officfrl has made a practice of alerting the NAACP to the impending

d' o ‘@ ’_’ M - {"'
formétion of citizen groups so they could put pressure on the may?r for

—
4 . 3
- p N
As in_ other aSpects of_citizen partic1pation, the OEO experience

-

.8eems to reflect the most careful and\penetrating thought about the T

- [

o représentation. . . ’ , O

problems of who is "representative " The G unity Action’ Program -
° ’ - (i . . s

Guide states the following o\ = “

"In the selection process, there should be maximum .. =
.k possible’ involvement of the groups and persons to be 7. .
_s __ .represented. .The selection. process should;be de- .

signed to encourage the uge, whenever-feasible, of
traditional democratic approaches and techniques, _
such as group forums and discussiofs; nominations ’
and balloting. This wi?l minimize the possibility..

1)

"< . . that a representative\ ddes not command the support .
or’ confidence of the group or.area that he repiesents M. ..

‘Relatively large comsunit ies with sizeable:bla k populations T

moét‘cases the voter turnouts were disappointingly small, and OKO began

~

to. discourage the use of Féaderal funds to support local elections oﬁ

& [ . >

representatives_to Comiunity Action Agency boards. On its face, the

~w

-2

. - )
validity of an eléction as a means of securing "true" representation =

- . +
.

v

who told a complaining local NAACP chapter that choice of representativcé ¢

.~ were the most likely, in OEO s.early experience to hold electionstw In+ ~




could. not be countered Model City agencies in the West almost a ways L

.
IO —

~i‘ \ turned to elections as the most acceptable device for securing repre-

« /-

Ve , sentation. - Interestingly, the percentage of turnouts in Model Cities -

. electiors were.markedly better than those *in electionsiheld by Community

. - Action Agencies. And the Coumunity Action’ Program staff report that big

~

..o ] city'CAAs currently tend to get their citizen representatives through an . -

e election process, while smaller cities and rural areas resort to )
. L ™ -
selection of representatives by’ public bodies'rather than through :
election. o o i e

. a
.
. 5: - ) In its early concerns with the issue of "representativeness" the

CAP seemed to be moving toward. securing élconstituency for a repre-

L.

sentative., This idea of a constituenc dovetailed withathe relatively -
| / _ _

large expenditures that Community Action Agencies were. making on
rd

neighborhood organization activitieés., The thought was that organized
e neighborhood groups (such as councils, tenant groups, local action groups,

\ . e etc.) would select their own.representatives to sit’ on Community Action -

. . - . )
-~ ~ - RN < N

boardsf These neighborhood"groups would in turn act‘asja-constituencyr

(for the"representative‘ they would hold him responsible for repre- e
- T senting neighborhood desires to the 1arger community. OEO respondents =

t CO O report that there is still interest ‘in building constituePcies for a

representativg‘but that, generally, OEO appears to show much less con-_~

:cern with the whole issue of representation., ‘Covertly, there seems a

~

-
Lo

o P R A e o e

. ,feeling amongst OEO staff. that in 1arge cities, Fhe organized black - T,
‘. ) ‘—-““‘
community will be able to take care of itself with regard to insuring ~

e M ‘
- 2

.. that it is represented on’ CAA boards. . . .
, ol \ - ’ ’
- "The expressed feeling of a HUD“respondent that the Nixon . o
. r . H __;;. - . ‘

.o e L - . . T
LR e - ' . . ‘ 0 —
- . . . -

o -
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-,

"thé black community automatica11y makes that representation suspect,

e

administration wanted programs to deal with "responsiole Negroes, con-

trasts sharpl\/(}th a February 1968 OEO memorandum on Title ID, Special

Impact Programs. This memorandﬁm notes that 4n se1ect1ng granteas:’
"No significant group of-neighborhood people %hould bé
' left out, ° Failure to .involve the moderate and more .
conservative elements of the‘ghetto community will ¢ .
seriously handicap the organization's ability to gain i
thes confidence of the “cébmmunity at large~and to take N
: advantage of outside talenfls and business skillse - -, |
Failure' to‘}nclude the militant elements of thé com- T
munity will leave' the project vulnerable to disruption
by these elements. ~Thus, unless the group is broadly . _
representative, it will- fall prey to split’s and t ,
s schisms within. the community and may fail as a result." :

: . ] {
In &*journal artic1e (Social Work, fortthming), this writer

.-~ .

concluded that any attemp py whiteé leadership to determine who represents

-
»

That conclusion seemed to fit the emerging Model C%ties Progfam. In

feeling, it undoubtédly still represepts orgarmized black reaction to

—

attempts by whites to select black representatives. But the greater
. - 7 :

S
<

‘part,of current experience in Federal programs still reflects patterns -

'%of‘seiection of representatives by established agencies rather than
e ————— F) -

. ~
election by neighborhood citizens nd groups.
..

\\ " A final pertinent commentary on this issue of representation

stems’ from the experience of one black Federal\official 1n dealing with
:g’ w
almost all-white communities. He reports, that when he raises~the issues

P} - .
—

of participation and representation, the response/ borders on the .
. N . 4 o .

-

ificredulous, as if to as:];aWho do you think the elected officials in

-this community represent It reca11s the private.remark‘of a former Lo

key official of HUD that Man election is a form of citizen participation n
m&‘i@"

5 ot

of course, ‘it is, Our political system is embedded in concern for g

o
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In this section we will lgok in some detail at citizen Pdft101' J

LY

pation in specificxgovernment pr grams. If one grants the uniqueness of

- > . " PR
citizen involvement in the Go unity-Action and’Model Cities Programs it

. @ . . !
is useful to consider the.policies and practices of Federal programs in

’W. - R ) . ) v .
) - three different categories: i o - »
_‘L «(1) programs’ having legislative or administrative policy calling
. for citizen participation, . . .
(2) the Community Action and.Model'Cities Programs and,
(3) Federal —policies affecting proggam delivery to communities :
: - having Community Action Qr ‘Model Cities Programs £ -
"A. PROGRAMS ﬂAVING LEGISLATIVE OR ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY CALLING FOR ’
. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION. .
Department of Health, Education and ﬁelfare

S
' .

.‘. Sa‘

o

v Sl 2
S

ﬁHealthiservices Projects. The vari%gi administrative

guidelines for Public'Health Service‘mrograms use the languaég of c1tizep v

° s N ,,

articipaticn, even though the basic law does nots, rGuideIApes for grants “f

. b4 - ~» . A
under Section. 314(e) of” the Public Health Servicé'Act 1ndicate that

"desirahIE characteristics of‘comprehensive health service proJQgp§1A-f e

itgf a-.« ‘?A\:'i«.

C

-
]
N

- < . ¢

(include)... use of residents of thectarget population in.policy making,}\

s \ﬁi-

% -\“‘ ‘1.3‘
planning and working roles."(ggnder a separate section of this guideline 3%73
- - A . ) “~%

headed "community participation" applicants are told that they "should <

~

...make provision for the active participation and\advice of re31dents

eyt —

. and,pr§%<§tioners from the project area 1n’def1n1ng changing.needs, spec1a1

PR
Y

ember pointed out that 3

e

;problems and maﬂor.gaps in serviceg." A HEW*“?af

o . e N . N P
. 4 O -~
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s, M M X PR

q
»

Ll

1




of |

' - ° sA T ~N -

. R o ! = ¢ .

. * . .
while:thg guideline made no°reference té6 percentages_on participation; - 6745;

3

they would consider -a_policy group having one-third of its'nembership.f ()
: s . . .

the target area as "too sﬁall.? ‘The guideline is also very specific w th‘:

fegard to training and éareer ﬁeVelopmentm{or reaidentaﬂfrom the""service -

area." «The applicant project is told that it “should,..establish program

. . |
. linkages with high priority national programs, such as Model Cities and '
Neighborhood Service Programs.' - ' Y. .

.

R

Applicaﬂ!!-under Section¢314(b) of the Public Health.Service Act \\\‘ ‘
for Areawjde Health PlanninglGrants are told that eligible apﬁ%ﬁcants must
. : e :

. A
have_boar@s of directors or advisory councils with a majority of their

> L4 . LSRN
membership drawn from "consumers of health serwices broadly reflecting

geographic, socio-economic and ethnic groﬁps in the area. "“/(In the new xS re

language connoting America's group differences, apparentl Negroes have ~

- I3 a0y

become an ethnic rather than a racial- category.) =

fr

", “Section 314(a) guide%énes for Comprehensive Health Planning Grants

v

® to States also includes a variety -vOf l‘anguage alluding to citizen partici-

A\

v !
o
pation. he State grantee 18 told that dt must establish a State Health

Planning Counpil whose mémbership should "reflect the{geographic and socio-
S —

ecOnomic distribution of the State's population and‘;houlé include repre-

T .
sentatives of minority groups." States are also told that "consumer _ ° ¥
J

representabives must constftute A, majority of the Council membership “33

----- ¥

In-4a 1967 stateﬁént on the Partnership for Health Program, the . .
Surgeon Genenal cited "involvemEnt of the indigenous population, both in '

the planning and ‘the implementagion of projects" as a priority item.
R - ‘f‘
Not surprisingly, the guidelines for Rat Control Projects under

N [y

P.L. -89-749 asks’granteea to "develop procedures_for involvement of . ze

-

A}
I
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residents and property owners in p1anning and program act1v1t1es to he1p

.

bring’ about citizen understanding partic1pation and support:"

v It is apparent, that the language of citizen participation has
- found a prominent p1ac%_in administrative guidelifies issued under various,
health service programs. The language is not préscriptive in terms of _ﬂ)

« 3

what ''good" citizen particéipation is supposed to>look liké, anduthg -
language is careful to distinguish citizen involvement as desirable rather
than mandatory. ”As‘underlined in a previous paragraph\"should" rather than
"mdst" is the-term used. (As one who haslon many occasions labored over

. the wording of Federal'memoranda, I am avare of the importance attached to

. a "must" over a "should" or a "could".). - gf

D%

i . It is interesting to note HEW's introduction of ‘the concept of

o consumers,;,interchangeablT/wfth or perhaps in -place of "target area
!
/,‘ residents" or '"citizens." . .In these Healéh Services programs, HEW adminis-

°o®

©, . trative pg%}cy has provided a”1arg§‘foot in the doqr to be used by officials

-
. r

who cate about the issug of citiéen participation,

. Respondents of’the Regional Office fe1t that the Department's
. Div151on of Hethh Care Se;vices is very supportive of c1tizen involvement
{4. efforts in the health Care Program. They cited grants in Oakland and in
New York City, hoth of which went to\community corporat;ons, as evidence
of the department's willingnesslto beZome deeply involved w1th citizen

- ~-
.

pafticipation. In Oakland the grantee is a citizens' consumer corppration
>

’ -

whose policy board is comprised of twelve black residents of the West

— -
Y e . =

Oakland neighborhood -

e . . ! -
¢l

DESpite the use of community corporations for two of their most

- .

4

" visible grants, Health Services-staff admit to having no explicit model

’ -

; 42. . e o ;




~

of what good'citizen participation is. As one respondent-characterized it,.
. - . LA
4 . . : ”»
"We know when we want more, but® we are not sure of v%at moré is."
’ v - : ' '
HEW- health services personnel seem particularly-pleased at their

success in insisting that "consﬁmer“Qrepresentatives have the right to:
o . ' : ~ ) - : 0
influence the hiring of professional personnel. The assumption seems to

be thft if Federa1 poliTies can win entre for neighborhood peop1e in the

hiring of physicians, there is little else that would be outside their

A - .

purview. . . ‘ ' - ‘ ( »

The Federal personnel spohen with wereﬂkeeniy aware of the pdlicy
implications of medical services decentralized oh a neighborhood g%iis

- L “
While they would prefer to see health centers compatib1e w1th "ethnic

.,

‘backgrounds," they sti11°do'not know how to deal with the segregationist A
1mp1ications of neighborhood based cqre In‘the Western Region Federal -
personneI cite’éeattle and.Dakland as polar positions with regard“to the

issue of neighborhood loca\\on In Seattle, the Health Sefyices Task Force
y L
of the Model City Agency has méde a specific recommendation in favor of

N

“ "mainstream"\medicine; that is, the enhancement of centra1 facilties and

® ) - B : o. . N 7&*
their accessibility to neighborhood people, as opposed to the OaKland - -

.~

) - . 3 . .
demonstration of a virtually all-black clientele for a neighborhvod based .

health Cent er. - * . . - o nd :ﬁc
_ , . . . . N o . _
. e The Federal health services personnel indicated their interest in

securing approval for 'the payment of stipends to neighborhood peop1e for

. : ,‘participation on health center.boards ) Apart frOm OEO and Model Cities - . .
' staff,<these wa health personnel were the.on}y’gfficials interviewed Wwho
‘ - ,‘/d’appeared conJErned‘;ith'the.use ofamoney to facii?tatelneighbofhood partici- “
. sat i, ',;53‘ . ) — ': - . n o | ;
. "} L




, bJ Community ‘Mental Health Centers. The various public laws )
i . < A . .. .
prov1ding for construction and’ developmental grants for community mental * i%
4 ; ~
- . . e o o . \-s&’*"_
- 4 -
health centers make no-mention of citizen participation. " The literature
b ‘¢ e, . - . “ .
of the program appéars strangely'silent. The d8ne discernible mention is . *

“

almost a parody of what citizen participation was like .in another era.

A brochure on Mental Health Centers, subtitled "incentive to community
. SN P s A

action".says "Planning for a mental health _center should be op as broad

a base as possible, involving all the major community leaders and organi-

'
Y -

. zations... The mental health association as the citizens group represent-
r
ing the public should also be involved in<:he planning 'Associations can,

<+

in addition, bring into this important planning process other voluntary\ ]JS”

groups." Parenthettcallg, it sh0uld be noted that this brochure was.

/ R Y
issued in 1964. .There is.much evidence “in all Federal departments that .

. e -

«Federal languagé with regard to citizen participation has changed radically

in the past five years. . \.\\:\ ' .

. R S

~ . . The National Institute of Mental Health personnel interviewed made .

. ‘ clear that despite the paucity of injunctions to citizen participation in
- \ . . N

“their guidelines, there is in fact a strong commitment in this direction Cos

4 - >

bv NIMH. " A May 1969 NIMH empl yee newsletter boasted that "the present °

o e

high level of citizen involvement ‘in mental health is unprecedented in any

" public health field " The problem for the observer of Federél programs is
S
to. make some determination of what is meant by "citizen" and by "involve-
. ment" are only dimly perceived. If the personngl involved were not so
. . , ; _ o

L] . 1] .
) concerned,and essentially dﬁcent, the citizen participation game as played g

» . .
between _man$ Federal agenciesﬁgnd local granteés, would appear as if in \ \

’©

¢ a Kafka novel. -The dialogue might Tun as follows" e ) ‘, D~

’
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s . ’ Federal Pe{son:.l rwe want citizen participation. T .
' Local:. . . What s it'you re?lly wantf. « 0
Federal: S " Show us your-plan. (Local ‘shows plan.) o~
Pocal: R What eise do. you want? . .o
' Federall - FWe can't tell you. It's your plan,; but
- . this is not good enough,

L4 .

In the Community Mental Health Center Program, staff feel that they-

AR N

are in no position to turn down a grant because the grantee’ is weak in the

’ RN

area of participation. But in their pre-review meetings with a potential

grantee NIMH staff let the grantee know that applications showing citizen -
Iparticipation will be more favorably reviewed. Federal staff transmit

. their interest in ‘having the Center involved with neighborhood associations

’

~

and other grass-roots groups. They appear to want the Center connected
AJ

AR to "k } people--those°respected in the neighborhood." ~
B

A2}

°

The Mental.Heﬁlth Centers' program appears tg\ere no definition

of who is a "representative" or how-one gets him on a Center board In

¢
. -

* essence they leave it to the local\agency to define a citizen participation

.

. system, while prejﬁmably making it clear that they expect some such system

in each Center.f . \\Q;G o L Lz -
Tt .. The net result of this kind of fluidity in policy'seems'to insure

a variety of citizen participation patterns. It also see\s to give the

Federal field person more items to bargain with and[’ore opportunity to
& .

.

impress his personal values on a client agency. Interviewees indicate

T g

that the'opportunities in ‘this kind'of citizen participation system have

- been aggressively used by NIMH staff to further participation.

e . »~ : . . o
4’ . P .
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¢

It should be clear that there are risks‘and opportunities in this

°

kind of vggue policy definition in the area of citizen part1c1pation. The

risks are rhat,‘through conspiracy or lack of interest very 1itt1e will.

’ . ?

happen. The opportunities are, that concerned staff and recept1ve grantees

™~

may. evolve patterns which are. far more innovabive than those which would

A

evolve under re1atiyelyarigid and uniformly interpreted guidelines.
/ 1]

<. c. Office offkducation. A Senate’working paper on Title II; of

‘the Elementary and Seconddry Eduédtion Act notes that the title "invites

2

schools to step into a relatively unexplored area of community papficipation

namely that pf joint p1anning of school innovations." Howevex, ‘the work1ng

w y

‘Papers go on to point out that- the language of the Act does nqtfemphasize
1 I

the community as such, or spell 6ut what might be meant by public partici-
- N “ - o . < +

pation; Parenthetica11y, to the writer of this Title ITI wgfking paper

(not- a Federal employee) community involvement appeared to mean PTAs,

-

"Dad's clubs,”" and "open houses" amongst others. Formal documents per-

taining to programs administered by the 0ffice of Education do not’ appear

to take much greater,risks with their requirements or recommendations for

citizen involvement Title 1 of the amended Vocationaf Education Act

(P L. -90- 576) requires the estaﬁiishment of 'a State advisory counc11 -

L J .
Amongst nine detailed categories of membership on_this COuncil, one calls

for "a person or petsonms..:. representativé of the general public,'including

—
- »

a'.person or persons representative of and knowledgeable about.the‘poor

o

and disadvantaged." - ) T i N\ oL
v

R L. « . . -

- " The Adult Education Act of ﬂ966 cabls for thﬁAestabfishment/of .

State and local advisory committees, but makes nd spec1f1cation as to wha?y

- . Ea

-

/ v
kind of persons ought to be represented on %hese committees. Similarly;




R 4

the regulations of the Office of Education applicable to training programs

-

i’ . .

C o under the wpTA Act of l962 as amended calls for the establishment of a (. =~

L
s \ .- > .- .

state advisory committee but’ only encourage the use of local advisory RN

committees‘fa significant difference in language)t The regulations further

P

] require that such advisory groups shall include "imsofar as practicable" - ',

.
<
™ ~

representatives of the disadvantaged. . &

h - ¢ ’ v

. The guidelines to Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education

L]
Act call for advisory comm

include half their memb

[,

these guidelines, Federa

geg:on both the State and local level to

ips'frouxrepresentati es of the poor. Despite

staff.report that actual| local patterns of
_ participation vary greatly.~ There is.very little monitoring capacity in

.

the Office of Education and its basic relationships are to the State L

v - ~ ,P\ :

Offices of Educatiomrather than to local school districts. ‘Thus the

- N é

leadership in the use of advisory councils -

-

concern and interesf,o

becomes a key predictor oftthe/character of local participatiOn. Even

e » N Pl
N .
e L ! -

“where Federal staff receive domplaints about local programs, these complaints

e
[

are funneled ‘to_the. State Office‘of Education, rather than being dealt
.Witi‘i*dinectly through the local-school district. « = : o

i

L4 ‘ \-'

4 ¥, - ~

/ - ! In a number qf communities there is a,history of abrasion between .

0 2 'i.

, < school systems and Community Ac¢tion Agencies’ over the approval of Title I
g R , .
= .
ESEA Programs. One respondent reports that Model -City ai and Coqggnity v -

- ‘

Action Agencies are: merely used as "reference points'-by school systems.

* . oo . e v

’These same school, systems develop their qum "hou advisory groupg rather

_than making use of existdng citizen participation mechanisms already o~

-

supported by other Federal programs. The net result under Title I ESEA

Programs, an. effort intimately involved with distributing sizeable Federal
. e a(' )

"

Q. o C _ ¢ ' , . , —
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“E

acommittees are weak., . - . -

-z p - g
, . . o
‘. - 41 ‘
i
- , el ° S s
. : . ; .
resources to,children from low-income families, is thdt there is little ~ . T ke,

- ' ' »

Federal capacity to influence the character of local citizen pa%:iclpationn

in those programs. Because ‘the Federal office-seems effectively blocked

-

[ ’,y r“ ) .
out of local involvement there agpears to be minimal energy expended on R RN
defining issues of participation }representation, neighborhood etc.. In R \§7\

. * - - /0/.
the absence d? Federa1 legislative mandates] coupled with the comparatively

high money stakes in the Title I Program, the’gbsue'oﬁ citizen partici- .

o v o @ .
pation seems to have become a creature of‘StateJrather than Federal policy. ’
A\l & -~ S . .t
- As previously noted, the°regulations for MDTA training programs
encourage" the formation of advisory committees. .The actual experience SN 4+
. Derle

.

q

. ° . l.— [ H
is that such MDTA committee$ tend to_beﬁnon~existent, while the state

- ’ .
. 1
. 3 —~ . ° B . -

- -, v “
e M )

Perhaps, one ought pot bg surprised at the state of citizen partici-
. : <

. 4

‘. -~

- . e
. - M . .

‘pation in the area of educafion. .Two factors operating in tandem would €

' -

seem to be overwhelming. First is that the Office’of Education, because
. M ‘ ~Fad - ;
of past History, the character of its 1egisléfion and, the slimmess of;its

e

staff, seems to be effectively insulated from direct relationships wﬁth ‘ .

localities. Secopd the schoeis, perhaps more than ady other public

.
- . . ‘e
4 'l * o - j
.

“organization, have had a h{/tory of developing and absorbing a citizen -

-. needs for Title I Projects." 1In addition, Secretary Cohen wrote that: .. e

-

Q

.
DR i ext Provided by ERIC
. N

-
Al
G Y . . -

cOnstituency._ n ‘e /

.
* Toa < [} x A

One needs to weigh_the observation about the school's capacity h- T s

°

— ) S Co Eol '
to build "house" groups of parents against the following ‘response by

. N ) . o
< . . L]

Secretary‘Cohen to the Poor Peoples' Campaign. ,ThefSecretary.wrote that ! =
; - - . 2 o

. . o . a . ’

new guideline§‘Were'%eing sent toiChief'State School Officera-which "require |z

3 . Lk
B L
- .

. .. ; ) g
the involvement of parents of the disadvantaged -in determining priority - o

‘w2 w - ‘g % w— N ‘ . £y

N
) N
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. d
3 . ¥ : . : :
T

[N

Lo~

kD

. - ?‘»‘hw
’

PEERN
-




N

42 ‘ i 3

- -

. 'Jregulations implementing new amendments to Title III...
. Pyovide specifically for representatives of the poor on
» State Advisory Councils... Projects affecting poor children

s Wwill be. required to assure parficipation of the poor in - ’
assessment, planning, and development, and evaluation at the _ -
state and local level." i -

- -
. d
. . P

& ‘Theselare vigorous words with regard to Federal policy on‘citizen.involvg-
1 ment. But to'this point in the Western States their impact varies by
*sfs“: = ©
state and is generally minimal. Perhﬁgs, when Federal policy meant to' -

- . .

affect local practice has to be strained through a state mechqnism, it

~

;would be wiser to spell out what is meant by participation, and by

"involvement...inddetermining priority needs,' and by "disadvantaged“

.

and "representation," .and all these othet clarifying points which are

- < A

generally handled: inside of a relationship when there is direct contact,

* between the Federal office and the local ‘grantee.

And perhaps most -

¢

) importantfof all, there ought to be some hint ag to what the sanctions

~

“might be when ‘the state does not act to implemen _national policy. But

‘of course, that is a failing in'all programs, not “ju Athose.in the

~—-

Office of Edqcatiqn. They simplg seem more.pertinent in the Eedegalistate
‘relationship because sanctions are so diffichlt‘for”Federal_administratdrs

e . - ! . .
to invoke on this level, as opposed to theflocal level, —_ )

g, e . -d; HEW - Miscellaneous‘Prograﬁb; Ihe 968 HEW Task ggggé on

tKC

Organization of Social Servi es raised anew an issue of citizen involve- -
. ment. which had_earlier ‘bee addressed, by HEW's dffice'of Juvenile’Delin- -

qnency. The issue was "to at,degree can public money directly or L

-
IS

indirectly support protests which are directed toward %%rvices and pro—’

tests which are directed toward institutional change?" The very question

- >

offers a’ public policy “ternative which has nowhere found its way into
. this paper on Federal policies toward citizen participation.” Up to this .

) 49
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point our. discugsion oﬁ)participatiod has been based on an assumption that

? u..,,,) z

. citizen action i%plies, to whatever degree, a share in decision making

<

frof the inside xila't'her “than pressure through contention from t;he ‘outside.
” . . | ) EN ‘.i - ; :

But in ‘1964, Mobilization for Youth in New York City provided—a 'se\‘rere

test for HEW, in that HEW funds (through the Office of Juvenile Delinquency
\ »

and NIMH) were supporting a style of citizen participation whi>ch included

modas of protest :and contention. THe issue of public financiel support of

a

céntention styles- of participation ha.Kbeen kepti alive in the Community

Action Program and'may yet become of significance in the ModeléeCi'ties effort.

The support A{protest activity is not now a policy issue. in HEW supported

efforts, although it could be if, for-instance, there were"a repetition wof

s » . .

.efforts to uyse public welfare“depo&%nggunds to supp’ort welfare rights
: . L .\*"T/ AR

RN

organizations. (It was this issue which contribm:ed to t:he di_;smis'sal of a
] ( @; / -] b s

California State Director of Pﬁﬁlic Weolffare under@Governor Browm.) .: . There -

=N o~ ° @ Te <§§1Q PR
also is evidence that ‘the policy-issues around public support: of protest i
. -~ 96

will not become large in the Nixon administfation. Ho ver,fthe: p%oblen’t w2

6 . e G i
which creates the policy i,ssue will undoubtedly‘ remain wit' 'Some public

G TS B

agencies’ will simply not move except In the face df con£lict tactics. .

-..n...,

°

<. &
to be adequaté. to 'supply the necessary abrasion for*movement. Then whose n‘

—citizen participat.ion 'in shared decision making or advising does \o‘::}ppear
¢ * e . - @,ﬁ e - f . -

task does+it become to support citizen organization for p};otesot;? ~ Perhaps -

“the policy issue may become academic-if the grlgxg.inlg““stren_gth of Tpinority‘ .

D
o,
0

communities /{1aving independent ‘gources 'of'*fiynancial,:?support foreeg's’t:\

e s - - N < -
~

‘genuine tr nd. ( - Q,, 7 - )
j1965, a technical adviSory panel for HEW's Office of Juvenile N

Delinquency dealt: with the 188ue of support for protest activities by stating

LI -
M ~ A

w4

\?&‘

A




) education in 1969 is..to talk of decentralization, neighborhood control and

" too the area of health is a big part of that. syndrome “of problems which

;his 1965 HEW statement has no match in other Federal policy statements,

_the People,." Surely, “the resources HEW admi isters under the rubric of

:of titizen participation more sharply than does publis—gdgﬁation. To talk -

v

that the purpose of neighborhpod organization efforts "myst be the incor-

poration of the disadvantaged' into ‘the mainstream of American life and

opportunity... Projects which ignore exiSting institutions and established

- . ’
chanﬁels, projects_which operate outside the scope of the law, projects -

~ P . -

vhich aim on1y to protest injustice, are not e1igib1e for governmental

support. Within th}s general understanding, a variety of approaches havef-

been and may continE; torbe tolerated and encouraged." When this language .

is dissected, it eme¥ges as still seeking to support protest activities,

so long as they are couched ‘amidst other forms of activity To that extent,'

except in OEQ's CAP guidebook. L o - P N _— )

-
-

\ - -
e. Conclusion. ' One might have predicted that HEW, more than any =~ _

-8 _ .
other Federal agency, would be in ferment over the issues of citizen partici-

pation. Ln Secretary Cohen s Juxe 1968 1etter to/Reverend Abernathy, it — -
2

was noted that President Johnson had describ d HEW as the "Department of
~ e

—

"welfare'" are the: most visib1e and significant, however inadequate, to-

- - P

poor, b1ack and brown peo le. Certainly no program brings out the issues

; e. - - N

B

I —_

many othér social issues which touch the raw nerves of America today. _Then

+

plagues America's poor. And it was HEW which fathered the Office of L 'm
Juvenile De1inquency -3 comprehensive demonstration programs, which‘very T

_. £2 0. . Ry
early incorporated all of those programs (1ega1 services, pre schodT,

neighborhood organizacion, multi- service centers, and many aspects of citizen '

. . kY
. . . . [ .
R 51 . . NS S
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i
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’ * involvement in decision making) which have come toLeharacterize the potentials

e,

of citizen participation’ _— g B § .

Voo - Yet in terms of its policies and its/practicés, HEW does .not seem an
- N AN RN

agency deeply enmeshed"infthe issues of citizen participation. (There are

important exceptions of course, and the foregoing pages have cited some of’

_ them.) The mest important explanatory factor may be HEW's basic relation-

’

ship to states rather than to localities where the issues of citizen < -
. ’ <
participation are .fought out. The fact is that under the pressure of a

" Podr Peoples' Campaign,'haunted by the memory of Martin Luther King, HEW

.

"could come forth with words 'which are bold in spifrit and commitment to the

.

@
-\/( . - e >

~

y "We will require States to include representatives of the. poor
‘on State-Medical Assistance Advisory Committees. Consumer .
. ’ representation should be required-on argkcouncils which deal -4
» with matters pertaining to=the organization and deliyery of . .
) - health gervices.., such consumer .representation should include -
,@9 *  representatived of the poor. Administritors of other programs
' 'aﬁfecting the disadvantaged have been directed to develop guide-
. .= ¢ lines and reguiations, within the limits of legislation, to
_,' * assure maximum participation by representatives of the’ poor in
A “all stages of program development at the local and state. leyel.
\g~\ The Office.of Education will intensify its efforts to establish
. and extend its contact with organizations... working with poor -
< people so that the Office's ‘educational programs will reflect
S thé needs and wishes of those to be served. We agree that
there is need for more specificity on numbers of the poor to -
. participate ‘in proggams at the State and local levels. We Pk
. . have. already issuied policy regarding ‘services in AFDC and Child.
- Welfare requiring every state to establish’an advisory committee . .
with recipients Or their representatives constituting a specified
s proportion of the membership. We.sintend to issue similar- require-
ments for othev SRS programs." - p >

idea. of~ citizen participation.

s

There is no mistakiné the'commitment‘in.these-statements.ﬁ“And'it

1

4

may be that HEW's experience sigce Secretary Cohen 8 June 1968 statiement i

- e N
e Pl

is qualitatively different. It is hard to ascertain this based uppn a %

(Y

- . series of interviéws in the field at a single point in time. And it may in

.- . . - '_ . e {,z.
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‘ ‘,"htempers*HEW's capacity to realize-its policy commitments. As David Austin

‘has pointed ou; in his assessment¥of loca1 Community Action Agencies, the

*t

.- character of the }agal vehicle is an important deflector of Federal policy
aims, —'I.fhe poqer' of the states may have overwhelmed HEw's possibilities for

broad achievement of presumed-goals with regard to citizen participation. -
- * 3 N

fact’ be that the bagic character of HEW's‘relationship to the State;seriously-t

2. _ Departuent of Ldbor

.

~ e

§

*

™~

- ’ . v

5
-

: .of'OaklandH and the West Oakland Planning Committee

b
representingn(he primarily black a r;ea of West Oakland)

Oakland involving the representatives of six Federai agencies,

In the spring of 1968 aomeeting (mentioned ear1ier3/wah held in

the City
neighborhood group

At this meeting

-

'Federal representatives were asked whether their programs Jbulﬁ either

Pt

mandate or hono:‘;he exercise of .a program veto by the West Oakland P1anning

As reca11 the Department of Labor representative had the

!
He.simply

Committee.

- easiest time of all Federal staff in fielding this question.
said that the bulk of DOL program; were. funded through‘the Oakland Community
Action Agency, and Sgﬂ assumedg%hat thia.;genc§{was sensitive to the desires
of the:neighborhéod, * ‘- ‘ ' o

e

ST A closer inspection of DOL programs to-ascertain citizen partici-

L 4

~_pation policies reveals that on,a formal level the Community Action Agency

e,

-

™ _is a. conduit’ (a sponsor) of many of the Department of LaborQ‘ local efforts.

'%
A Department of Labor sponsor's handbook refers to four programs,authorized -

by, the Economic OpportunitzNAct of 1964, as "amended.

These are the Neigh

s

o

borhood 'Youth Corps;’

*the Special Impact Program, Operatiqn Mainstream and-

r

_the New Careers Program. The notehook-notes that all four qf these programs

"wi11 be dEveioped by or with COmmunity Action Agencies and that thie CAAs

. .
=N . X .o .
. A

.

S

°

.
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“will be the sponsor (i.e., be'the prime érantee or prime contractor)."

‘ With specific reference to the Speciﬁl Impacé\Program, the handbook notes
that "prioritp will be -given to projects which:.q.,provide for max imum
participation of‘neighborhood residents in the implementation of the pro-

ject, including the hiring of such residents for jobs created by the

»* ..

project." ‘In this same handbook the DOL further ties 1tse1f to OEO p011cy

~ - v
by requiring that CAA sponsors "must conform to CAP Memorandum #57, 1n

B3
assur1ng that representatlves of the pdbr participate . 1n the p1ann1ng and

development activities connected with Title 1I pro;ectsiﬁ'

In a February 1229 handbook reﬁerring t6 the ConcentratedpEmploy-

ment Program (CEP) and the overa11 Comprehens1ve Work - and Tra1n1ng

Program (CWTP) it is noted that the prime sponsor for 'both efforts will

Let

genera11y be the Community"Action«Agency. In someqcases, the handbook

v
i R

suggests -a Mode1 Cities Agency may be the CEP sponsor. » . ——

»

> « xL.

participation commitments. It cites Title IB of the EOA 1eg151at1on which

' 5 ‘o
calls "for participation of resfd’)ts ih the area and members ofsthe group
B of

served in the p1anning, conduct, and evaluationiof’the Comprehens1ve Work -

x .
" and Training Program and its cdmponents. In egpanding upon this charge’

to citizen participation the language of the CEP handbook is anglnterest-
4 &
ing “amalgam of OEO and Mode1 Cities 1anguage. Thewguidebook,xeads:
"Citizen participation can take any number of forms,-rahging
the spectrum from reliance upon a Commuriity Actioh Afency
‘board's executive powers, to neighborhood residents aking
an advisory role on CEP development and operations, to ° ¢
- organizing\policy-making committees éhd%monitorshipsiq The
= , re1ationship of /that structure must cqabist of | persons whom

target area. residentsvaccept as representing their interests "
L. . (-

N

- » The 1anguage of the CEP- handbook 1s firm with regard to its-citizen .

&




In other clarifying ‘material on the CWTP, there 1's -gpecific .

defiﬁition of how the requirements for an acceptable qi&égen participation

” -
s . o A M

~§§ructnre could be met. . s )
. < .
°"Agenti§s\governed or administered by a board of which at'least
one-third of the members are democratically selected from the
groups to be served .shall meet this requirement, In_all cases
where a prime sponsor is not so structured, it should establish
a special bufrd which includes, as at least dne-third of the
membership, democraticaiiz selected representatives of the N
area to be served, pecial bbard should be given desponsi-
bility for.overseeing-the planwing, conduct and evaluatjon of
the CWTP and . its odmponents "

v

Unlike any" of the policy materiﬂlﬁreviewed in HEW programs, the

. -

DOL material unequivocally calls for‘"democratically selected representa-

]

s * tives." ‘However, one might spggest~that the notion of "responsibility
e : .. ’
for overseeing" could be subject to a variety of interpretations as to

what kinds/of power are intended for the prime sponsor's board. ‘Despite

- - ~ l s . - | '

the ambiguity<of this language, it .seems to ofTér much different possibilities
“ ¢ . ' - i t

for partisipation than language calling for "advisory" groups, or ‘

- . v ; . .
. "participation” or. "inv;lverr‘t." L ;

L 4

Th;:ampiifiing\mgterials gathered in the:field interyiews were

extredgly interesting. ‘Thgs in part was due to the ano@alhus situation .

] <

5

that Doﬁ‘finds itself in on the issue'of‘citiEen participation, If
President Johnson could call HEW the department of the people, he c0uld A

hardly do the same for DOL. One almost senses that DOL has stumbled into

-~

the ‘{ssue of\pitizen participation and is’ not quite sure what to do wdth

‘oA

d

/
;‘:; As one respondent put it, "by dealing through the Compfunity Action”

. Agency, DOL nghnes that it gets‘communal involvenent." A'Ather respondent

’ -~

charged the nuance of this. comment to suggest that "the Department of Labor
T 2 ) T : e .o

is'sayed‘frpﬁ dealing with citizen participation because it deals with the'

.

e ‘45'\' . . E > ' ’ -
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CAA." Despite those comments, it is clear tnet in tyTng many*of its pro-

grams to CAA, the DOL appedrs to have conscipusly bought a-full measure

AN . .
of citizen invotygment in its local efforts. oo
. . N :

°

This depsndence on'the Community Action Agency, if it continues,

.

' - g

4
would appear to portend major addgtional involvements with issues of

L -

.citizen participatian for the DOL. ith the relative stagnation ih OEO

- -

funds, and the increase in funds for manpower programs, a number® of

i .

Community Action -Agencies Have reached thé point where they rece:;e mare

of their program resources from DOL than they do Erom OEO This will \ )

sundoubtedly lead tocérgater responsibility in DOL[for the monitoring‘of; ~

. -

.

citizen participation issues. }ﬁngsnteresting problem whicg_one‘respondent

§ <o

has notell is the increAEe it complaints from Spanish-speaking and other
N N ’ ¢ ~ - [ ) .

white individuals abqpt the use of certain CAAs as prime sponsofrs £6F

L
DOL programs. The comp1a1nt rests 1n the perception that -the Community

Action Agency s policy making s controlled by the‘black community td

.Tne DOL wbes a new concept yhich is somewhat similar to HEW's

> b @

referenc to "consumer" participation. A DOL Manpower Administratbr s

. . <

Order devotes a section to "enrolleelparticipation." Tbis’Order notes

"it is the responsibility of the prifie sponsor and each delegate dkency
- * =t '

-
~

. g L o .
to establish regular procedires for the meaningdful participation of pro-
% .

ject.enrollees in the’conduct and ongoing evaldgtion"of CWTP programs._

However one DOL official noted thdf‘they are really unsure of what

-

enrollee participat1on" means and they'expeog Community Actionlééen51es




- 50 - .
l a - _
F - . One respondént cited an instance where DOL's increasing contacts
3 with Community Action Programs have aided DOL in telling other program
. . ° . iyt .
AN sponsors what is meant by citizen involvement _In the cited instance’ s . ¢
LI ~

the DOL field representative suggested to a” school sponsor of a Neighbor- E
P * . »,

hood Youth Corps program-that they become acquainted with involvement-

.
)

3

. . H

efforts in-OEO-sponsoreih:ummer youth programs. < ‘ Z ) v

. oo .  Another example of emerging citizen involvement policy may be R
ﬂ * ";-n N ~ T .

' . peculiar to DOL.in the West. It concerns eitizen-representation on_the

‘ . . ‘ S S

Cooperative Atea Manpower Planning System (GAMPS) A proposal for an J

expe;imental project has requested funds, for the California é;ate Employ-

, ment Service to hi neighborhood representatives who would act as liaison

- . ¢ . )
.

to the CAMPS éommittee. Howevey, top‘level regionaﬁ staff see this pro- ° .
A posal 3§(3 wedge ﬁor making a more significant policy change affecting
the structure of patticipation in CAMPFS., These DOL officials would prefer'
to ;ee GAMPS cOmmittees enlargedﬁto include neighborhood represeptatives o “ -

4 = \ N ~ s

o . without”having them come on the conmittee through the "back door!' of

S

. ®
. * . Y

.. the State. Employment Service. of course at. this point the always thorny

issues of who,represents who, and where do they come from, have not been . -
T J . = - «m . . \ ) ’ . \

dealt with.. A N U Lo
. . v 5 . j@ . ./_ 6‘\ B ° - R s
4 In récent yeafs,_a number of DOL's manpower tr ining efforts have‘. :
’ EN ~ '/ . . . e \ v o . .- " ~ . .

mandated that they serve a minimum percentage of“Wdisadvantaged"‘people."
. . A 4 L -
- Thus when writing an On*the;Job-Tra;ning (0JT) contract with industry; _"‘

DOL recommen@p that employerf’establish contalt with "grass roots"-groups ) 5

[ o - . -

) who would feed’the right kinds of trainees to the OJT conffractor. 1In - e .

. . \o )‘

other. cases, in the past DOL has used neighborhood groups as prime conf}‘

N

. - - . ’

- " tractors* to insure that the vegion would meet its quota of 65 percent R
° ;ﬁ PR T “.

. “involvement of "d{sadvantaged". in training programs. }
< ’C) o s . ,‘_ o e L. “'%; ‘\’.' =
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. DOt has also recommended the formation of MDTA advisory committees,
- but without any stipulation that these committees include heighborhood -

. . M

Z.
qa%m‘people.’ The experience, as with HEW's Training Committees under MDTA, is
oy -
' : that _wheére commsttees exist, they‘rarely include neighborhood representation

.

. ) } Department of Labor j Summary. The nature of DOL's funding Tre-

. s .
lationships is beginning to ﬁring~iﬁ‘into direqt, continuing and increasing
. 4 )

5

contact with all of the issues bf_citizen participation.f‘géspite bOL's -

| : \ )
|

{

3

. relatively recent éntry into the program field, one senses that increasingly

. DOL“will have to recognize that one of their primary program constituencies
: ; . ;
fs composed of poor people who' look to DOL's resources for assistance in

r tra}ning, in¢ placement,'in job development, and in the administration of

. programs in which the government essentially acts, as the "emptoyer of
- 2 s ' & ! . .

L last resort." - v ‘ (. .
. i . . 5 ' - \\

. ¢ As the implications of DOL's heavy involvement withvthe Community.'
. * ‘g

4

can predict that'UOL wfl{\haye‘to'reexamine its

L 3

refiance on the Community Action. Program for its citizen participaxion

. . ¢

— - poLieies. Amongst DOL staff one no- longer he&rs reférence to .the employer
" ~ . W., t - R . ‘ L )
* as if he were- the sole cl;ent of the agency. But jone does not yet sense .a

» -

full’ understanding of the:need to. better match DOL policies, and its field

s ’
) T capacities, to the ;gency's éhanged role,onfbehalf bvahh unémployed and
. the underemployed ~ ~ S - - Bl ; v L
'; . 3. Department o£ Housing and Urban Development i ﬁ .: ‘)h
i :\.ﬁ a.- Public Housing. It is'l;kely that Federal policy and ) X
; , } L Fe.eral expeiighce with'regard to the organization of: tenant groups and.
oo L .

<

i
;
1
?
%
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1 . . ® , [ -
‘ public housing, .offers a sensitive barometer of the issues in citizen

<&

partic¢ipation, Public h0using has over thirty years of experience with )
v — . : ="

constitute\neighborhoods, And in large part these have becomecneighbor-';

\\$> low-income populations, gathered .together -in single locations 80 as to

hoods reflecting minority group concentrations during the. past twenty

. \ years, There is little question that there has been ferment over policy

with regard to tenant organization, and tenant involvement in majorJaspeéts '
L]

of public housing T . ,

A S TN i

A 1961 housing authorityVhandbook issuéd by the Public Housing .

~ 4

. 'Administration captures the above changes over time~ih the following words

"During the early years of the low rent program many local -
"authorities encouragea organization of the tenants into .
Lo ' community organizations or associations ahd. wheré thereby 7.
' assisted to a considergble degrée in providing sdécial.and .
recreational. activities for project residents. This-was . -
J pShsible“because of a relatively stable populatiou.containing
(/ . ﬁmmany people ‘with leadership ability. Later, 'it bécame in~ |

]

treasingly difficult to keep the group stimulated ‘and their;f .
efforts directed toward constructive programs.. Q,néeque 1y,
many’ tengnt organizatiors became: inactive.

, ‘In thé laqt few years there has been a movement toward again .
7. .recognizing the value of tenadt*organizations. Many tenant ,
organizations after having received the proper orfentatidn by
matiagement are now rendering valuable . assistance to both

NS S residents and local authorities." - . &
< - < ,2
B A~subsequent Public” Housing management handbook suggested
that:. - ,‘_ ’ Wv. e
- "'"Residents, of course” :shouid be permitted to form their own -
“ oo ) organizationm elect their own ofﬁicers, and be free to carry .
on a program of activities ". ot : . : .,

N
AN

. M A ’ ;{
- This kind df administrative language would strongly suggest that thereu, g,
'

were those on the Federal and public housing levels who weté not overly )

- ~ -

enamored of tenant organizations. Field interviews corroborated this by

= s ) - . & T !a
- suggesting ‘that public housing offlcials had dome to see ,tenant groups as
X ’ ) , A

— ‘{‘ . . .l . . .0’:& ‘ . ,{‘;‘ - ;‘ B} ‘
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<+ Communist dominated, and that the encouragemeﬁﬁ of- these groups was largely

abandoned during the height of Senator” McCarthy's 1nfluenc§ in the early

-

+ .-

- 50's, - - ) L v
By 1968 a favorable policy position Gith regard to tenant activities

was more firmly defined. A circular 1ssued by HUD»stated that: , 4

- »

"As a matter of national policy, the follow1ng are among the

most important social objectives oﬁéthe program:..,. - -

greatly expanded participation of tenants in project manage-

nent affairs and programs designea to strengthen the self- -
1sufficiency of tehants." . .

A Y

This circular also called for:

"The adoption of procedures wheteby tenahts,'either .

individually or in a group, may be given a hearing

on questions relating«to Authority policies and -

i;;ctices, either in general, or in relation to an .
dividual or family." :

13 - - . -
R

. _ : ‘ _
Local housing management was alsp asked to "assume the responsi-

¢

a -~

bility for encouraging and assisting%téhants to get together to solve

. -

problems... to develop two waygcommUnications with tenants concerning
» - ’ ~ LIS

.

* - - |
basic policy,... give residents the opportunity to' participate in the

determination of managemenc»policies and practices, .+, involve tenants

. B3 3 ol s

Py
in. plans for physical improvement... 1nvolve tenants 1n the selection

.

and implementation?of progxams~and activities intended for their own ¥
N \‘\-«/‘@’ o
[ i;ﬁf .

LR
¥ .
) 3w

This marked changé*in public hous1ng policy appears to-be of great

11)
benefit.... »

o &

’ importance in suggestingﬁdirectio& for policy change 1n other Federal pro-
;ﬂ"‘ /T""" faf&x R "Q /55

grams. Public ngsingwgstates in many instances represent a significant .

v a e

. e
congregatign af human beings, an@)(except for housing for the elderly)
M Py, .;“ .

these human beings §re often of minority group status.’ In effcctL public

- - ,4?’ . . (S - ,
oy {9 ; -~ » - - . o b
bR . LK
.- : ) '
. . . 2 5
- no } a d = N
- . 8U - ~ . -

K hoqsing;often becomes neighborhoods of ‘black and brown people governed .

l.h




f B

by an "alien" force. Housing aufhoritie’ lack the legitimscy of elected

public officials. Rather than seek to incorporate tenants within the
policy level of the Housing Authority, Federal policy appears to encourage
the fotrmation of tenant groups which canvplay a potential adversary role

vith the management. And this is not just ‘a passive encouragement. The -
aforementioned HUD" circular asks management to "afford ‘the tenants full .
opportunity to organize, including the provision of meeting rooms and

acces§"; tenants lists and bulletin boards‘"

"

Apparently, public housing presents a much cleener arena for the
development of policy, once there is a fiational will to seek change., - Of -

course the.crucial issues of what actual authority, tenants groups can

.y . P
possess in the making of decisions is left undefined. But on a comparatiye
basis,;the position of public housing seems to have more substance and

R

direction{"&nﬁyEW's‘definition of & "consumer" role, and DOL's "enrdllee,"

) . b - . ) -
"Obviously, livingein public housing\impinges more broadly on the life

.

space of an iﬁﬁividual than would a neighborhood Healtn center\or a job
Dy 4 . * -
.- - e ’ -~ -
training program. Precisely becauser the impact of public housing is
greater, this movement to foster an independent ‘tenant force seems to

E71 . -

have impoftant policy implications for other Federal programq[

’ Experience in the formation of tenant groups suggests that the

) . ’ ) . . X
smallest housing authorities tend to be uninterested. It would‘be useful

B ' - (]

to discover whether these smaller authorities tended to have fewer

minority group residents:.-. s - e

b i %‘

In the West as well as in other parts of the country, public T

‘hcusing has been in the midst of riot'areas\ In Los Angeles it is reported
that the existence of tenant éroups aided in cooling yielence: Convéfsely, N

- 4 ’
.
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in San Francisco vidlence has occurred in the very housing where there
- * - [y

are tenant groups,

-

Despite the-new emphasis on tenant inVolvement two things see ' }
- - .. ‘%
essential to point out in terms of leicy development:. no tenant -group }

- v - R o

in the West has any real authority for the management of a proJect and
§ no local Housing Authority includes tepapts. In California, the issue

of tenant inclusion on the board of an LHA is vexy alive, In Los Angeles

—

where Federal staff.temporarily managed a much plagued authority, two
tenants were requested to sit on the authority board but were turned down
by the city.attorney. Additionally, California State Sena%or Nichoias: .

. Petris has 1ntroduced a bill to make tenant 1nclus1on on LHA boards

)

mandatory. Lastly it should be noted that there is no writteﬁ/hgb policy ..
: ' . N C oo S ) ‘ )
encouraging tenant inclusion on LHA boards.i’ . e
: r

b. - Neighborhood Facilities Program. In its administrative guide-{

lines for citizen invol;ement{ the Neighborhoods Facilities %rogram uses -
a device which is repeated in cﬁ;tainﬂhEW programs. fhe guidelines doﬂ

not mandate or even recommend .particular patterns of citizen.involvement.
They-do suggest thai‘applicants who meet ¢ertain basic crite%iaZWill be -

. "further ranked according to the degree to which neighborhood residents .

a
b
H

. and citizen organizationS'have been involved in the entire process of

- planning:the neighborhoodjfacility and its ser%ices." The ;eader will: N )
recognize this:ES'symptomatic:or the -kind of'inyolvement wéich falls ;3 = .
into the area of,dialogueland the giving of\adyice which,nobde is R . ‘ g;
obliged to take., But in the next paragraph of “its guidelines, the ;'ﬁa .. a'ii

Neighborhood Facilities Program.shifts into very different language. It N

suggests that it will rank applicants accprding to the degree "represeﬁta%
i e, &%

tives of the neighborhood were” included as part of the decision-making

2 — - .
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~structure.” .Within the experience of citiz participation ‘there seems

a good deal of difference in the poljicy which awards points for involve-
- gt

ment in the process of planning as opposed to -one which favorsiinclusioh
\ ' -

. v ’ § .
of neighborhood°representatives as part of the decision-making structure.

’TThis may seem an overly sophisticated-interpretation of difference in™
. v S .t -
language. Ta this writer the language difference clearly implies an |
empirical difference. 1In fact, the Federal regional administrator of

Yo .
the program deécribed two distinct patterrs of involvement: ad hoc

consultation with neighborhood. groups and the invelvement of neighbor-

-

N A .
hood groups on a continuing advisory.basis as part of the decision-making
. ) ° R ) “\ .
structure, _ : : .
- As the language of. the guideiine implies, a neighborhood facility

could be funded if its citizen participation were weak or nonexistent..

L]

—
-

However, there appears to be a movement toward requiring that all operating

-

i .,
cehters have an established neighborhood advisory group. This,has not

v
’

yet surfaced into formal.policy. o _ -

It the Neighborhdod Services’Program which is cldsely'involved
H

with Neighborhood Facilities there is interesting evidence of differing

agency policy with regard to citizen participation. When OEO was responsible
A

for the pilot Neighborhodd Services Progﬂhm (NSP) in Oakland they required

- that one- third of %he representatives on the board running the center be
-neighborhood peop1e. When HUD took over leadership of the NSP prograh,
this requirement was o, longer"insisted upon. oA

y ” o
c. 'Urban Beautification Grants. Parts of the "vest pocket" park

program have been carried oyt in coqperation with the Model Cities Programn

L

.For these parks, regional guidelines have been- issued which call for

LN




.
t

-

meetings with ‘community organiZzations und action grdhps "to get.their

-

ideas on an effee;ivé park proéram." It is further suggesﬁed that site

selecgion be apptovéed by cémmﬁhity organizations, and that. the community _

»
¢

organization review preliminary park designs. \ . .
These guidelines would appear to offer rather extensive entre
" .

into the planning process for citizen groups. In fact, they appear Eg:

i

Ky - o 3 .
have had little influence gJ‘:he actual park planning processes. Guide- -

’

lines for Urban Beautification grants in model neighborhoads have reqﬁired

the approval of the Model Cities Agency, but most often th‘s approval

]

. »
reflects the signature of a model cities' staff director rather than -

any citizen involvement. . ' : . - .
* . A\ ) . . ' . Ty
’ Ggssrally, programs in the Metropolitan Development section of
v X ) : - .
* HUD (whichiadministers the park program), have no requirements for citizen
x _ i _ .
*Jgaﬁglvement. Most Metropolitan Development section activities do not

7 have & neighborhood base, unlike the "vest-pocket!' park program. One

respondent iff this unit of HUﬁareported thit Federal stafffoften seeks

to act as an advocate, for nefghborhood ;Esidents3_and thé§j£ée1\this

-. advocacy is effeé%ive. .In'fact, staff in this section made a telling

poirnt which was to be'repeatt by a number of bther HUD informants. The

. point ‘was'that an emphasis on‘citizen involvement is dysfunctional to the
‘. . * ’ : .

achievement of other Federal goals. As one Federal staff person put it,
. . — . . > N A . o
"anybody who~pusheshfor~citiéen'inyqlvement has to know they are going .

to have to slow down the pfocgsé~by,wh;ch grants are made." The evidence

° k4

would seém to be that a number of agencies are willing to risk this slow-
down by placing guidelines on paper."rhey are often unwilling or unable

-

to Beek ﬁhei; gnforcéﬁen;; or as noted earlier, guidelines for citizen

« . A\
. N o
o . . , ;
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-

participation are used as "tradeoffs" so as to get the grantee to do some-

thing else which staff consiﬁer—*orE‘important to the project. There is

RS

- someqguestion as to whether minority group leadership would'be prepared to

) P T

go along with these bureaucratic games, once they are discovered.

© d. Comprehensive Planuning Assistance Grants. In Ganuary 1969,

LN

¢

major revisions were made in the Planning Assistance (Section 701) Program.
An’ announced highlight of these revisions was that ''social concerns are
emphasized, including'housing; citizen participation and public services

available to minotrity groups and.the ;obr." The reyisions in Participation

requirements appear to be strongly influenced by somewhat similar language

-

in HUD's Model Cities Program. The new matefisls for the 701 planning
L . . .

_grants carefully separate "required" iftems from "guidelinea" itemsf\‘ieggﬂre-
. , ;, M ' -

ments inciude responsivenegs‘hy the grantee '"to the objectives"and values

of the citizen effected;" '"there must be designated some form of'organi-
zational structure... which will directly involve residents ‘of the pianning
area. in the planning process," "the view of low income and minority

groups must be explicitly solicited and recognized" through the designated
s

organizational structure. It is further suggested that<suchﬁ2§chanisms need

~N

not duplicate,.but could’incorporate,‘existing mechanisms juﬁh“"gs“those .
designated for the1Workab1e Program for Community Improvement,. the Urban

Renewal.Program, the Model Cities Program, or Community Action Program...."
'If the reader measures the languggetin the above .revisions against
i N ( . .
the iSsues of "participation‘" "representation’ and "neighborhood," he

must be imnressed with the generality of these stipulations.* Apart from

- mandating low income/anority involvement‘ other issues of ci Jen partici-
. 4 i / ;
L pation are left virtually untouched. Nhether these new pl assistance
. i 4 vy - ’ ’ |
e e o e - “ B 65_ . . /‘
l{l‘ic"*' ‘ . ® 5;: : =3
e 25 '1:5? N i
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i,

_- guidelines provide important new leverage for staff whose values are

ey

A

'« a,

sympathetic to citizen participation, or whether such guide11nes proV1de

nevw "tradeoff" materials for negotiﬁtion with communities, must be determined

empirically. - : , 1

T The Planning Assistance field staff do not envisage that any grants

JCAEN
way

will be cut off or denied based upon inadequate structures for citizen

-
s

participation. Despite their new guidelines (or because of them), /the}

.

. S
feel that there is no real criteria for participation, and further they

sense that their central office in Washington is uninterested in this aspect

n
-

of the program. —n " ) .

If on the one hand Blann!ng Assistance staff were plagued with very

fluid guidelines for citizen participation, they were also very thankful

-

for this plague. The planning.staff were very impressed'with the differences

'between planning in San Francisco's Hunters Point and planning in Idaho.

The very fluidity of the guidelines permit the stgff;to fall back on their

* professionalism in negotiating with communities. It should be noted.that

"(x\

“HUD's planning staff, more than any other stafﬁ&%ntervié d, have a.particular -’

,,4

rofessional reference point outside theirLiEigcy. This same profess10nalisﬁ,
perhaps, creates an identification with plafging prffessionals operating at’
the local level. e staff member suggesteé~that if they pushed the issue

w *’S
“of participation foo® ard and too fast theyi;ight ciuse a "good" planner

. Eau
at the local level td,lose his job. “There’ g%%?n ihteresting’point here, in

- ¢

fhat the planning staff perceive fluid guide ihes for citizen participation

.0 4 o
“as & c?plleﬁge to their professionalism. It is' clear that the Federal &

'y T . . et s ¢ M . s
+~planning staff vieW‘themselves as "good giys" on this igsue, . Whether these

Q

. - ¢
good guys" can be effective advocateﬁ@for citizen- participation given the
, ¥
looseness of the mandate they ha to work with is not known.

N

©
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e. The Workable Program for Community Improvement. The Workable

L

Program since 1954 has included citizen participation as‘ens of the, pre-

requisites for obtaining Federal assistance for urban renewal and, later,

o e

for certain other HUD programs Without reviewing the amount or quality

of citizen participation which aPParéntly’won Federal approgal under the

v Workable Program for more than a decade we turn now to recent developments o

,/ -

° PR ~ .
4 ° - ™ . © ©

and policies.

[( ' . . . °
.
2 L3 - - .

In late 1965 and early 1966 the DHUDissued two historically important

o guidelines on citizen participation and éitizens' advisory committeesrfor e

L) - ’

the Workable Program. While these materials made clear that HUD intended

‘w - ‘

- the_inclusion of minority groups, there was no mention of poox peoplé‘and . !
- J" - N

. A
’

there was little'attention to the Zoncept of neighborhood g8 a basis for

' organizing participation. In effect the local governing body was asked
$9°F re;uired) to establfsh,a local advisory body whoseitash it would-be

} to render opinions as to-how that community might proceed. to renew itself. i

. Despite the fact that these Workable frogram materials were i:sued over a .

;f %%ear after,the start of the1CAP with all™of the atténdant-ferment about sé . {

e~
L4

citizen participatipn, these two HUD guidelines are strangely antiseptic . <;

On their face they appear to call‘for nothing more than."blue ribbon" s ’ X :i
—— - « o 3 . * . ’:‘q\s

- citizen committees,»in large part modeled after \bluntary social welfare, o .

7‘_ - .

except that. these committees were to be responsible to the. chief executive
Fat

o i ]

. - 'of the city;r-One has to be careful abgut faulting the'Workable'Program N i?ﬁ
IR materials, for in their very issuance, ‘and their callfng attemtiqn,to "o ,;-
. ‘. . citizen involvement _they were far ahead of most other Federal programs ;w 7
.ﬁowever HUD staff, expressing their private_ opinions, were critical . :?
. ‘of the quality -of citizen participatio% under the Workable Program,
-8 S ; . : P : o

\)‘ . ’ 4'. . ’ - . ==
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t
1 .

-
~ r

’ céarécterizing it as "non;:istent,".W{ze:fective" or "elitist" in character\,_ //

) i : . N : ’ N « 1 ~ . - '
We have no basis for generalizing fﬁese omments to the national scene, and -
it. should be noted that, at least in some cities, cftizen participation

\

> X -~

under Workable Program requirements was\reputed*to be extensive and effective. . g

. . i \{

: In OctoBer 1968,,new guidelines-were iss ed which appeared to 1nvolve

. K3 =
major changes in the way in which HUD youtdﬁagsesfvthenquality_of‘citiaetA_~. ': S
involvement under the Workable Program. To usefthe de%ertment's-owﬂ'words{
\ \

* it was abandoning the "prescriptive approach of the previous requirements

5
i

for Workable Programs." The new approach is to be "performance-oriented"
calling for a "communityzto assess its problents, andﬂ\evelop approaghes and ‘w

astion programs to meet these approaches in- terms of four basic elements"

one of which is labeled "citizen invoIveme In its performance orientation,

-
L3

the new guidelines "requires clear evidence that, the community provides : . :

P
- e f.

opportunities for citizens, including those- whq are poor and members oﬁ.aq

minority groqu,nto participate in all HUD-assisted programs for whichwa

' Workable Program is a re uirement.",. While the “guideIlines does mot contain -

3
-

. any requirements for the fotm.that citiq‘p participation’must taie, it

remphasizes "that the coumunity s responsibility not end with th% : ",
’ -establishment Qf7} particuiar [citizen participation] mechanism " '£¢L
~ RO

< 4 —} t * . <

There is apparent $atisfaction -on the part of WorkablewProgram '

staff in moving from a "pregcriptive" program to on that is "performance
— . e 1

T

© . B . .

- oriented." But is tMre cause for such satisfaction? Cl%arly it is the .. ' .

' 4
. quality bf the product rather than guideline language that. is most important

= If if fact, extensive citizen involvement of low,income and of minority ° «
. . L. - . . . 3
. ?group members is a goal, then prescriptive langqage ich.requires particular ,?
- < i
fotmats as minima may be °‘far more effective thaé performance standards Which ,
< .. v 7 2 ° . . { . ~ - - '
[ oy . g . T . ? o @& o,
‘ & * & - - | g ¥ © L4 > ;’
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ey - - 7
to hd . .. . . . N N
_remain to»bengudged by essenttagly\m\ddle clasa, non-minority group,

\ Federal staff, A system of performance standards seems to be‘an*inordinate.«

amount of "muscle” in the hands of Federal staff who may or may not be -

4 -

- dnterested in the subject of participation. However, the language by . }
-~ .

which performance shall be judged is impressive.\\t4fhmmnity app1ying

v
. for rece;tification of its Wor;\ble}kfbgram mustgz"dftate it’ performance

with regard to the following stated reguirement:‘ . N & L

"The Workable Program requires clear ‘evidence.t the

community provides, and cortinues to expand, opportunities

for citizens,. especially thoge who are ppor and members of
minority groups, to participate in all phases of the related
HUD-assisted Renéwal and Housing Prograp#. Particular organi-
zational meetings for community-involwément is 1eft to the
digcretion o each community, but the community must demonstrate -©
in 'its workable programs submission t#at it provides clear and
direct. access to “decisfon making, relevant and timely informa- - -
‘tion,iind necessary technical assistance to participatﬂpg ~
‘groups and 1ndividua1s and programs covered " )

’
Prescriptive 1anguage may increase the leverage of community groups

'seeking a role id decision.making. It can be argued that-if these Work-

v N ‘~'§

\ o
able Program requirements (as they apply to. many HUD-as ted programs in

%
. a;community) were effectively promulgated to the Ihadership.of‘minority

., and_low-income groups, the~impactfwou1d be eyen greater:wheth:r\prescriptive

-

P

‘;;fguage“or perfotmance 1anguage were used.

So long as performance standards are ‘a matter for adjudication be-
. ey 5

tween the applicant community ‘and the revdewing.Federal o£ficials, they

mitst reflect the dilemma of one Workable Program offic771 who said he did
'not know what constituted "bad" citizen participation. He argued that at -

this point everything is "plaxed‘by eat" andlthat'all staff fembers have

]

one ear to Washington where they do notosepse any great interest in "pushing"

communities about the issues of citizen participation.,_"f

P “q' -
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One staff member very close to the history of the Work7b1e Pnogram
‘ [ 4 ' »
.suggested that the neW guidelines, with their emphasis on assess1ng c1t1zen

part1cipation in a variety of other HUD programs, would only complicate thr>~a\\_/ '

task of those revieW1ng Workable Program submissions 7e argued that most

-
3

agengy staff‘members saw the issue of citizen participation as slow1ng down

< agency "productivity." Staff are evaluated on how quickly they mqve “pro- ;

2
L4

grams, not on how extensively peopie are involved. If Workable Program

recertiMcations were now to be held up because of the failures of citizen .
. h [ .

< . - . -

S . ¢
participation in individual HUD programs, the pressure on reviewing staff -

migh;'becomgnﬂﬂeznable. To this writer there appears little present danger -
' o ’ M L}
that staff reviewing Workable-Program requirements_will be‘caught in this

-

kind of bind. It will" be a re{atively simp1e matter to come to a finding

[N y .

of "progress" in' meeting the performance standards for citizen participation "

a2

in each'bekable'Program review,

’

LIt might be predicted that the changes in the Workable Program w1]1
be di1uted by the imperatives of Federa1 staff having to get’ along with
local officials and with agency c1ients. But perhaps such)potential bureau:

‘eratic dilution is not the key observatioh about citizen” involvemeént in the

‘Workable Program.’ Rather what is.important is that the program has established

- * - . <%,

. . - ' 7 ‘
tangible and stated eriteria by -which performance in the area of citizen

_pargieipation shall be assessed.. Judgments about the quality of citizen

’

N * ' hY T

- - . ‘
participation have now become part of the formal system/by which community

. . :
performance .is évaluated.” 'The implications ok thid seems very large, at

|

least in its potentiali : ) . ;
. N T ] oL .
“f. Urban Renewal. 'The concept of citizen participation is no
e v ‘ . . * ‘. *
"’ : ’ gﬁ%-‘ e . - M ' :‘@‘ . ’ c « s ..‘
" ¢ stranger to the Urban Renewal Program. But the character of that partici- ; .-
" e 3 E) &W‘w Ve W’ .
it less Fhanvexciting for examination in .. .

3

,)_‘ - . '
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this document.

HowéVer,,in June of 1968, the' Assistant Secretary for

-

Renewal,and Housing. Assistance i8sued-a letter calling for "increased
P . . : A . . H

citiZen particiﬁatiog ih Urban Renewal Projects." 1”I!An' Februag’y 1969 ithia )
T . \ p o Lt

o 24,
Nt

oy
L

letter with tertain revisions whsﬁconierted to beceme part of the Urban

Renewal handbook. /3t seems likely to this reviewer that‘with this letter

”

¢

Y . &

- n - *. . ' te
basic requirement ig for the establishment of,af"Project Aréa Committee .

- Lt

g

Urban Renewal has embraced a policy direction portending great changes

for* fhe character of decision making in local renewal’programsr he”?

The .

°

(PAC) made up of residents of the project area,.. for each Urban Rénewal -

Project in which residential rehabilitation activities are contemplated."

The regulations then go on:

"Although not a program requirement,

\‘ N * L2
I
»

i . Y .

the establishment of a

PAC is encouraged for all other Urban Renewal” Programs in
*which wesidential rehabilitation ,activities may not be

.. contemplated o, . v

4

PR

This writer is not aware of the complexity'of Federal thinking

‘

which led . to reguiring policy advisory comnittees in one a

. Renewal activity (residential rehab11itation) and recomm ending them for “.f”

. U
all cthers.

Federal policy with'regard to citizen participation.
*,of Lindblom's notion of "disjointed‘incrementalism."

”art'of the possiblle'i indicated that people wh6)w

\

S

In a\way, this dichotomy underlines the peculiarities of"

4 ]

.

Presumably,

a »

%ea of- rban ) oo

ere being requested to

-~

-

It i% a rich examplen

BN

¢participate in programs inéolving the rehabi1itationfof the housing they

et 4

- 1ive,in might have some formal“input into decisions affecting that program. -

j
On the other hand, pepple whose homes and neighborhoods were targdted for -
s

ﬁ?destruction to make way for some' new public purpose wereﬂnot yet clogely

'-,;enough affected to be.mandated into the decisio making

4

1rocess.
4



) But no matter what the nuances of Federal thinking, it seems likely

that’ Project Area Commﬂttees, once established will seek to spread their

influence to other areas‘of renewal decisidn making This being likely,

it seems important to understand other proﬂisions surrounding the establish-

ment wf PACs. '"The PAC shall be established in cooperation with local

residents and groups. lt shall be representative of a faiir cross- section
€
%

- of the Urban Renewal aref... project residents [shall] participate in the:

Y i e

L4
formulation ‘and execution~of plans for the renewal of the,area . the'

ey

[redeyelopment‘agency] may provide the PAC with necessary technical
[ (]
assistance...." In\add%ﬁion, ‘the provision of "administrative and secretarial

. staff tech;ical assistance, and office space and equipmenz(for Project
J’ , H
Area Committees related,neighborhood organizations" are. to be considered

H . - R

eligible costs of the’ renewal project.

.

", The renewal guiﬁelines also mandate a number of points with regard

dand the role of the PAQ duripg "§urvey and Planning" (prior to th@

RTINS

; 12 )

implementation grant) But perhaps the most interesting HUD administrative .
. =

policy ig the stipulation that a regional office representative of (HUD) -

-

"attend a meeting_of eath PAC at IEast once during the first year that .

LT P,

the PAC Ts established " after which a: report on-his. visit must be filed

. .t LI [y

In effect HUD seems to, be saying to its staff that, of the various things .

happening in the field we expect that yqu will be Specgfical,y attentive" )

P}

»eg . - »
to .at least one of them-- namely, the’ functioning of ProJect Krea Committees
, N

L3

Of the various policies and guidelines we have reVi/ped this reallocatiqn «~ ,.”
” ¢ - ‘4. . ,.‘ "'ﬂ\u B '. s

< . . .
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- of staff tige is among the most signiffcant. -In cont%gst,with our previous

%observationi that Federal staff tend to view citizen participation as an « ‘ ;

1t . . .

v impediment-to program production or &s something to be "traded-off," it

-

seems possible that organizational be vior will now have_to accord a

WA ¥ e

.

different priority to citizen partic pation. The Urban kenewal guide-

lines specifyiﬁg on-site visits to PACs may be a spur to movement in that .

. L4 hd
N . .

; direction.; . . .. - .
1{ - . The reactiens from Renewal -Administration staff do not seem as _ -
M sanguine as the above comments. One denigrating comment suggested that the

new policy with regard to PACs was the product of a "community action type"
*in Washington and would be soon downgraded. Another comment suggested that
‘- . 1 .
+ the new regulations would add to the schizopiitenta of the renewal field
Sl . "

L : ‘representative. A primary goal of the field representative is to move

» - +

‘local agencies into and through production; now he would haye to be

concerned about the establishment of committees which_ might slow down .
S. . . . - . .4 . - * Iy
that production. However, another commggt saw an entirely different purpose

3 = . [

for a PAC It could be used to '"cool- out" court inquiries which have. in

‘a number of communitie’s slowed the _pace of renewal activity * ;
Ed 3 . ; 6
S CIf the idea of a PAC seems to compound the problems of renewal . -

- . NN
. - field staﬁf it-may at the same time eﬁse the- burden of those Federal staff -

. .l .
-

s concerned with relocation. An established PAC may come to represent a

,.: ' ‘ /- S .
- A

o ’)f A constituency that relocation staff can turn to when they are concerned s

about the adequacy and intent of plans for relocating those to be di3possessed

2 oo
. . . / -~ . -
-, . by renewal,activities. Ironically, the vezy renewal projects which cause .
- - relocation problems are'those exempted from the pdlicy mandating~the establish-

ps
LEC

ment of PACs. Recall that’ PACs weré~onl& required where rehabilitation as

/;', " \g‘j o ~
Tos ,gm‘lgpposed to clearance, was being undertaken,m But it is the rehabilitation
B .‘~£"{ N . - .




“projeéct whith is:leastgiike}y,toJforce4people to move.. To redevelopment

—

agencies, the "double message" in uﬂiﬁ,policy may be not.to bother with
L] e . m , ) .~

L > v -

housing rehabilitation, which in addition to being difficult and expensive,
N rl -~ e M

als6 leads to the creation of a citizens' committee which may seriously .

compromise the ahthority of the redebelopment agency to act on behalf of

the "whole community." N . - *

The .existénce of a dual set of citizen participation policies in

- -

the Urban Renewal Program offers an excellent opportunity to observe the
s

impact’ of a policy Ymix." Wi11 the mandatory establishment of PACs in(‘

] -

the most "lqgical" proJects (rehab11itation) lead to their spreadaln other

renewa1 projects’ Or will this separation in policy at the Federal level

- L] .

* find its counterpart in local differences based upon the presence or

oy r"""/ )
absence of a'rehabilitatlon effort’ A further examina;ion of this issue}‘
’ ' ’ ‘ -~. - N
might sdggest other variables in addition to Federal policy which appear -

significant"in'the'development of citizen involvement: . \\14
. ’ ‘ . * K ’ >

g. FHA Programs. .One would not expect to find much policy relevant"-

4

to the issues of citizen participation in the FHA Erogrmh: But what there

@ . . . . . .o
is appears useful. One respondent reportéd that.those in FHA concerned

- -~ .~ -
-

about~issues of hOusing integration have looked _with 1ncreas1ng skepticism .,
iS r - . - E
at requirements for "citizen partic1pation" and local approval Before mortgage

- . —
AN **

programs~are approved FHA has had ample experience with rent supptement

-~

programs where the denial of local approval resulted from a fear that such
programs would faciljtate integration. "Citizen participation" in FHA,

as in many other,*Fedenal programs, has.a."blue ribbon" connotation. 1In

~ ! .

the FHA experiende; such e&ftist c1tizen grdeds, when given the authority .

-.l" ’r\]

ﬁo appropL or recommend new “houging, emerged as narrowly segregationist




SN

i

-
- ’

in their decision?. They did not respect the interests of the poor and
minority.groups for whom the program was designed because they represented'

different interests. . R : . - -
-~ |

But other FHA experience is equally’interesting. Special below-,

market interest rate mortgage provisions a/ailable to. cooperatives

{Section 213 or 221(d)G) obviously require the formation of cftii;n user

Ll

groups. In subdivision areas; FHA encourages formation of homeowner

groups as a device to.sustain ‘a collective concernﬁ.r the upkeep of the

.

community. . fo. Y

There are two factors in FHA experienceywhich appear significant

fof Federal policy developmént Qne is that it seemS'not particularly
0 revolutionary to encourage the formation of citizen coliectivities vhen -
e \,

the issues are loans to cooperatives 'OY., maintenance of middle -class

-

¢ & -
subdivisions. It is not a big 1eap from here to HEW‘S notionj;f consumer

involvement ’and from there to the idea of 1nv9Igement of "groups and areéas

e

temi,
RS2 ¢ .

to be served.” c# .0 , o e

. : ' } T
Secpndly, the.FHA‘experience in the'biockage'of mortgage programs¥
. . ) B . - ' e

which foster integration is even more interesting: Citizen participation

in’deci51on making by those affected by the distribution of resources has™

- a e
.

)
at least twp edges to it. How does oneestablish a socia1~po??%§&which

" - . Tt . e #
permits’(or even mandates) one group of citizens to influence what happens

to them without providing the same routes of influence to others who are
N %
affected. The net results may be activities whichdgAeliorate 1ife inside

'\ -
- Qur economic and social ghettos, with the approval of affected citizens,

+ - y ) ., o &
. *For. instance, the refusa1 of we11 -to-do suburbs to accept low-4ncome
housing programs. . -

~ e '

-
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. N B , ‘
but. few programs to go beyond-these ghetto walls, because thit would ma!&ate
. - : 0 N -
the dpproval of gther groups 35 citizens.

X .

S »
- e - -
} 7

B. THE COMMUNITY'ACTION'AND'MODEE'CITIES PROGRAMS . .
: 3
Two programs will be examined-in this section--OEO 8 CAP and the -

R »
”

DHUD Model City Program. Actually, as the -examination of législative -
! ’ y tﬁ% ‘
language in both casesiwill show,vthe mandate in each case is a rather

DS

. ‘ g £ ' v,
_~ slim one. In a sense then we are examining these two progrfhs not so much

) e

- fo the legislative 1anguage, but for what Federal adm1n1strat1ve polfcy

diq with that 1anguage, and what. the program result appears’ to be. Iné
* addition, both of these programs, more thaﬁ%any other efforts (except’those

Pk

which involve direct transfer of resources to individuals--i.e., .welfare

« . . - . 3
payments) .are aimed at, those who are poor and those of minerity group status.
— - . 5 t

4 - Y "~

1, The Model Cities Program -

. v

‘ ‘Section 103 of the Demonstration City and Metropolitan Develop-
1 -

ment. Actéég 1966 indicates that a Model C1ties Program is eligible for
G ‘§¢’~ .
4 : J

assistance "only if.7. there is widespread~citizen particidgﬁion in the
’, \yo - Ve . T .

. \ ’ B -
program...". -The section of the legislation describin;\fhose eligible for

2 , .

k
i assistance notes at least thirty other characteristics of ap e11g1b1e '

o - e~

applicantﬂin addition to Widespread citizen participaxion. In factg the
l =

-

- might-almost be inteypfeted as a legislative reaction to the style and
> v . . . .;

’

. T o - . . - i
degree of citizen”invDIVement in the Community Action Program effofti

- 7
¢ The December 1967' guidebook to the Model Cities Program deveLppedv

e

¥

a series of performance standards with which to ﬁmpbement

[y

the statut?ry

provision for "widespread citizen participation.?a These standards lncluded
r- - - f,’-

the establishment of an organization structure "which embodies neighborw

.7“
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o hood resident% in'the procggs of poligy and program planning and program

-~

-~ v

imp}ementatio?Wand ?peration." The citizen participation structure '"must

‘ have clear and direct access ‘to the decision-makinémprocess M "...the
) structur@"must‘%ave.the technical capacity for makiniiknowledgeable decisions.‘
; .
This,:ﬁll mean‘that some f&rm of professional technical assistance, in the
manner agreed%to by neighborhood residents, shalL be‘provided."r'The reader &

< will not finJ'anything~startlingly7new fn ‘these performance standards.

e,

. i . ) . . - - :
Except for the fact that these are requirements rather than recomm,ndations

-

(1n the language of policy, "must" rather ﬁhan "should"), other Federal -

-

. agency administrativelpjsicies we have examined suggest‘the establishment '

I T of citizen'groups with acdcess to decision making Yet less than one year
~ \» 4 -
' after the establishment of Model Cities agghcies on the West Coast it
H * o
was found that in all five of the Model Cities communities which were

» -t 4
'

predominantly black, neighborhood groups "had secured a large meafure of '~ ,'(i:

:program conLrol In each o§! hese communities a policy body dominated by
J . - ]
i - - neighborhood renidents could effectively block programs from being\con- A =

. g sidered by the city “CSuncil. In each of these communities, neighbokhood(:b o

} / N L l } .
minated committees controlled the input of program ideas gpto the " .

-

ion*making structure. In each of~these cities, black~neighborhood

o

e ~

: cas%ﬁi ks were the dominant group in the neighborhood) In another paper 1’"‘

" (AIP Journal, July 1969) the author has argued that the emerging domlnance -

-

G
of neighborhood residentgtin part of the‘Model<City.policy séructure repre- L

v : sents a movement from "coalition to adversary. In effect, in some Model

‘H

Cities, neighborhood residents no longer share th;\policy ap?aratus with?
e #

. N . - fi -
.. ) ~
. ot " -~ sram

-y .\ v

ic < RS & AR S a"?
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.othe? community elements. They now, in some Model Cities Pregrams, control
/@- N

. i . : .
a portion of the policy apparatus, and in turn have a potential adversary

relationship to city government, .

—

A HUD*sponsored study of Model Cities planning in three cities
suggests that the potentials of a dominant ne1ghborhood volce in decision
I . .
ﬁmklng wére not so easily realized ‘In Atlanta, this three-city study
: % :

. ‘
found that sustained citizen ifivélvement was minimal, ‘and that limited
citizen part1c1pation was "dictated By" ‘the need to meet ﬁtough" planning .

requ1rements imposed by HUD . ConverseLy, in Seattle the mayor's deputy et
-
° B & - . »
was quoted as telling a citizens' meeting that "the mayor isn't going to
for approval) which doesn'tycome out of your planning

v -
‘

send any plana(to HUD

-
N

“committee." ,

) In May 1969, the new model cities administration Zi note of the

— -

direction that local citizen participation:arrangements ad taken in

* . J—
" response to Federal "performance standards." Three situations appear to

i st

ra%se concern in Wafhington: (l) where the Nodel Cities director J%ported

v
to a citizen policy group’rather than, to city government, (2) where the | | .

ciéizen participatign structure has what amounts to a program veto, and

- f

(3Y*hhere only the citizen group can: initiate consideratlon of proJects.

5\-

- The May”1969 Model Cities memo banned the-third situation and proposed R
that mayors be asked to assure HUD that either of the first twgs{tuations *“-jﬁ.
"will not impede the city ] ability to- take responsibility forqdzizloping j: R g
the plan ; ’ _ 7 o N . : N I ’ -
N :5_ With~this memo we afe presented with an almost un1que_€edera1 |
£ - 2 : . N

administrative policy statement which attempts to curb what is v1ewed as _

3

. an excess of citizen control tn a Federally sponsored program. Surely )
.

) ' L . - . :
v S - ) *. R L. 3
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this step, when compared w{th the level of citizen involvement in other

Federal programs, attests to the pluralism of Federal policy in this

[

area--although it may be a first step in eliminating pluralism.

=

1t is difficult to predict the impact of these Model Cities policy

curbs at the locdl level. They will certainly»curfsil\the kinds of particf‘
» ' : Rl , 7 - —
pation models that Federal staff will talk about in the field, and it may
equally temper the enthusiasm that some federal field staff display for
: .

’

participation structures which move from "coalition to adversary." Perhaps

equally important in the light of impressions gathered In interviews,'this

~Model Cities policy change will offer tangible evidence to Federal staff

~

who question‘wﬁether(fhe‘qrxon administration is committed to citizen

: . !
participation or is inm fact prepared to move against certain structures

2

which it views as excessive in the amount of authority‘given to citizen

participants~ .

“There-1is some evidence in connection with the "Green Amendment"

A

to the Economic 0ppo;tunit Act, which suggests that the results of the.

above discribed change in the Model Cities policy may not be that
devastating. Advocates of forms of citizen participation‘which-in effect’

become devices for citizen.control should.n;t that over 90 percent of

the communities which made a choice under the Green Amendmgnt chose to

»”
have their Community Action Agency continue under private rather than™

public agency sponsorship. : ‘ . ;

.

'Againiwe are. confron with £inding which variable is the most
A .

-

“

e «

poverful'explainer of theqioc haracter of citizen participztion. A

cﬁange in Model Cities Federal policy may indeed change the character of

P
=L

-,
wlocal structures for participaﬁion. But it is safe’ to predict that'the




< ¢ f‘fo )
changeé-wil%,be different in differeng communitie§, In some Model Cities,

,/j) © .no matter what the new-Federal -policy;—the character of the accommodation

Ll
g

between black neighborhpod leadership and city government will not permit -
a return to_hﬁftder"'forms of citizen parﬁicipaéion..
¢ If in fact the‘Model Cities Program is to witness adgiéionét
efforts at achieving more conformity in citizen participation,oan éxtremely-
' <\\ useful basis is deQeloping from which to examine theAissue of Federal pol- .
icy and citizen participation. Can Federal policy limit fhe develépmept‘

s of that which it,appéars to_want as open-ended? ModelyCities staff as well .

as staff’in,alhoét every other Federal agency- (except OEQ) were quick teo

-

¢

¥ : - oo
~;/i§5)communities know that they had no ‘implicit model for citizen partici-

pation. Or to repeat the words of one MUD staff member--he didn'brﬁgizv//

~

what .""bad" participétion really was. The Model Cities Program has now ’
» - b 4 .
1 . % .

demonstrated that it knows what "bad" participation is--it is participation

e

which appears to win control over ceftain processes for:;eighborhood

\ . -
€

dominated groflps. - .
L ' “In studying these issues in the Model Cities Progrhm one ought. to
i . '
- ask whether the Eederal Gdvernment can take back by fiat that which it N

N I .
appéreqply gave through the issuance of open-ended standards. Out of’phe

model cities experience; other Federal agencies may come to a recognition

that there is a.third party in the citizen participation issue--the

organized neighbofhood: Policy in this area is no longer simply a .

A - .
transaction between the Federal Government and its local program clients.-

W

—

: T ) =
To this point, Federal policy has been of an enabling EEg;actcr;that i’s,

permftting potential access for\}ocaldgroﬁps and individuals to decision .

\

L4
~ .

makirig. We may be entering a timé when citizen participation policy will
. ‘ s e b

R . . * - .4 P
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.. ‘become”. constf&cting as ‘well as enebling. flup' s Model Cities experience

c—y

”;f is some_small evidence in that directidnm. 4/ : 4\‘

- ' "Lastly, it is not surprising (and perhaps welcome) that the issue

.{ . ha§"beén joined around control as an aspect of narticipatidn, The iaeue

of control®s the central one in the current calls for decentralization, -
W‘ . / - [
.The Federal Government is potentially the major actor intdetermining a

‘direction for decentralization. As the policy makers seek to understand .

and influence issues of neighborhood control and participation they may
: N . . »
comé’to yetter understand the consequciécs, both negative ’hd positive,

$

- . 8

. of decentralization. .
- T —,ZL~ OEO--The Cbmmunity Action Program o h

- The legislative mandcte for citizen participation in the Economic

Opportunity Act of 1964 was no more weighty in languagc than the’Model

’

Cttiesniegislation. In somewhat ambiguous words the act called for
 "maximum feasible participation of residents of the area and members( of
the group served." An‘earlier part of this paper citcd‘the U.S. Conference

of'Mayors publication referring tc the "atable steel worker," reuident -
~ s ’

.in his old neighborhood as an example of‘the citizen the Act contempletcd
) A rcading of the Community Action® Program Guide publiehed in Februcry 196§k

indicated that the administration of the program had a comewhet different

‘ -
- - - . )
/\( o . . \ oS e
L

ot

citizen in mind. ‘/// ¥ ‘. . e

.

ke 0n the first page of the CAP Guidc the language pf the lcgislation

Was 1inked to, and intcrpreted as meaningal"the involveme&& of the poor
’ v .

RN f~themsef5es...in planning, policy making and opc:ation of the progrnm.

ﬁ

)

The guide suggested tnjﬁ "to be broadly based’the Communigy Action Agency“

Em:st inc1ude]...the population to be served...'. It further auggeeted '

that such representativcs should be included on the "policy making'or ,

’ - ( 3

o’ ~
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governing body of the Community Action Agency" or, whene th%s was not i;;
- N AH ) LA -‘5 s
feasible, on a Policy Advﬁsory Committee. ¥n retrospect Ehg.importance

- “ Y J
; of thisglanguage is thatgit appeared to assignffirst priority:to including

e “

"the "population to be serhed" on that board whfch would make policy rather

&£Wan on an advisory bﬁard Tgis OED guideline$

rg

.5 to v1rtba11y every of%gglexistent federal polidy. It d1st1ngu1shes be-
»

.

remains in sharp distinctioh

L]

,, tween policy making an& advice*giwing, and it gives priof!ty o the former.
AT i

It is likely that ‘this policy differentiation vas a direct'antecedent of
s ‘X', . L] ] . . b4 .
ourrent issues of control versus participation.
.l . ~ \ ‘ i o &
The CAP guide also sugge’sted that, "where appropriate," neighbor-

hood reSidents might engage 'in the "conduct a%d,administrafion of elements
- 4 N
; . é )
5 of neighborhood based programs." In 1969, this-idea may seem commonplace
L

»

o

¢ but the practice is far from it. With regard to Federal p011Cy, we have

seen no other Federal materiafﬁ\utside of the Model Cities Program, which

: ) m |
i ésuggesti/the "conduct and’ administration" of{a program as a mode of citizen

. § . -
participation. o : . R : o

/ﬁf e +The CAP'guiQe also‘had language withéregard to the permissibility'a

pf "protest" activities by "xesidents, eithet as individuals or in groups"

‘ L -

. which appears'unique in the language of Federal policy. (A previoﬁsly

- o . - . - )
cited HEW statement°s«ek1ng to support "protest" activities Bas actually
_.@w - &

part of "suggested guidelines" issued for puLlic use by HEW w1th the
Ay , o

. disc1aimér that, "the mat§m1a1 has not been approved or endorsed by - thlS\
2 .

Y
.

- j . .
agency.") ) ‘ . ‘ R .‘3 . .-?”e,.'4~. R
o RS bl P - :

5;3 N . In add}tion to sanetioning protest act1v1t1es, the guide Book

s, ,-.»-"s

; Tt
contains extensivk‘reference to acthvities which ve come to be subsumad
f‘ - l

i » .
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under the heading of'"community organizatiqn " Her again, CAP policy - e

a

.
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materials are virtually unique in the'Federal“experience. Apart from some

- - &mbiguous references in model cities guidelines, there are‘no other Fed-
S . § e N )
T eral polidy materials which encourage‘the use of Federal resources to form

~
-
-

e neighborhood organizations. . - NN . _ . '

R r:. Lastly, the CAP guide book addressed the tssue of selection of° =
ngighborhood representatgves in a way that still appears unique in ‘Federdl « -

pelicy. The guide encouraged 'democratic" selection procedures which wotild
\ . . . . . "

"minimize the possibility(that a representative does not comgand the -

- support or confidence of the group or area that he represents." . ‘ »

' o \ :
© e The above provisions in a Federal policy guidebook would’be . -

.
NN P

AP

- ‘ interésting from an academic standpoint, even if they never affected prvosiQ

'+ gram activity. The ‘fact'is that all of these new departures in Federal h

« - policy became a living and Vital part of many local communityfaction R

13 * = F EY
efforts. There is an overwhelming CAP concern with getting represen%atives

1
LY . N Ed

. of the poor-on policy, as opposed to'advisory, boards; there is a continuing—”j,/

+ -
4 «*

effort to contract with neighborhood groups for- program operation;'there ‘

-~ & ~

is a continuing expenditure of Federal resources on community organization
which includés the’ possibility for protest activities' and there is a : N
, - A "t pus Y
T *.. focus on "democratizing" the selection procedures for‘neighborhood repre-

- sentation. Futxhermore,‘all of these activities have entered the . stream
of Federal policy thinking, if-somewhat erratically. HUD's Mode14Cities
Program is rhe,most apparent inheritor of most’ of these ideas, ‘but they

o ateualsé found {n HEW's growing interest in the concept of "congpmer" . -
: PR R ¢g“w~ ) »
e involvement and in the recent guideline seoking the*formation of Projectc .

e R
Areaaggmmitfees in.aspects of the Ug‘gnARenewal Program. .Theae ideas are,

-

A o &-‘v

- - -of course, to be found in the many Departmeht of Labor programs which are \

-
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’

—\mandate for _citizen involvement

. - 4 N
: . ) T )
administered in cooperation with Community Action Agencies, and under the

0%

generdl poiicy blankét: of the Ecdonomic Opportunity,nct,of 1964, . %

Q.
e

The reader is of course aware of the arguments that OEO's pursuit
of an aggress1ve ne1ghborhood oriented policy created an untenab1e situatlon

which led to the downgrading of the Community Action Program. That _may be -

, -t

&

s0, a;jhough there are other arguments which suggest that CAP's %urv1va1

L

capacity is very mueh linked to the probability that its citizen partici-_
H v .
pation efforts created a potent constituency for the agency "

b -
The above arguments aside, thé facts are‘that some “three years

* & ). ’ ~ . - .
- ° / -
after the passage of thejtconomic Opportunity Act, revisions were written

into_the 1egisiation'which amplified and materially»strengthened CEO's

0,

The .amended act stipulated a

° °

2
community action po{icy board shall insure that "at 1east one- th1rd of

4

~tlie members-are persons chosen in accordance with democratic selection’

- - —
’ o e

ﬂ procedures adequate to insure that they are representative of the poor in

. . [

o #
the area served. "~ With this 1egis1ative 1anguage the C0ngress va11dated

Y ° «

Congress clarified that " roups and areas to be served“'was in fadt a‘
g' Lt ! -3

"

three administrative policy interpretations found in the‘CA? guidebook .

’.euphemism\ﬁpr "poor"’people;~the Congress stipdlgted that involvement.had )

N . - ‘a °

. to take place on poliqytboards "ag opposed to advisory gr0ups°" aﬁ"the

e

1
. A =7 v
Congress opted for "democratic selection procedures."/ It seems fair to

s . o/ - N
-~ g ° & PR ,4,-
say ‘that if the Congress were to uniformly adopt these policies in other \"r-
3 - ° o . .

,Federal.programs,effecting resources for poor people’\it would’truly‘
. ’ - B Y

AN

. . . - i Lo ' L.
. ds well. - T . LA - o0

~ ) ~

N

“revolutionize American public administration,,and perhaps’ the sociéfx\)(*

/7.
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\In addition to the above, ‘the, éw legislative language "encouraged" ' ﬁ\\~

s o, make use . of "neighborhood-based organizations" to assist "in the

,' . ~ . - ' -—

.\ Y -
program.' Here, too OEO administrative policy became the basis for a -
\ . . .

.o
o . .

T new statement of legislative policy. ’ -
In February 1968, OEO issued a community action memo restating

and interpreting the legislative changes to local Community Action Agencies.

- s

In this interpretation a requirement was added that where there are area
- - LIS
boéards, or quncils (in effect, sub-community.action agencies), "at least

—

a majority of its members must be repreSentative of the poor residing

N > . "

P

S ) within the area.'" This same memo devoted a section to describing "neigh:.f
borhood'based" organizations, and suggested that a "measure'bf'the success: -
of the Community Actibn Agencies will be th! extent to which they entrust !

’ (ﬁgenuine’nggram and policy-making responsibility to neighborhood based ’//”\\ .

. l \organizations The memo noted that "in all cases they . [neighborhood ' ;

organrzations] should]be composed predominately, if not entirely, of the

neighborhood residents themselves." -

. With these expansions in- policy, '0EO- had moveY -firmly beyond * -

,ff;' -
.. coalition. policy making into citizen control aspects "of thevdecision-' ¢ .
JoL .

e making process.' It shotld~be noted that this policy definition was no .

[ ]
radical departure for many medium and large sized Community Action Agencies.

=
- 4

S hey were already at the point where boards -and neighborhood groups were e

: numErically dominated by nefghboring*residents. Parenthetically, the DEO"

- memo was issued at a time when newly forming model city policy groups ' -
s - were ‘often dominated by neighborhood residents. ’ C .'°,.-
: T 4 . “ - — , {t - ° - -
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.. R On Decembe‘r‘ 1:\ 196.8 OEO. ‘ivs&sued an "‘nstruction'l to local Community .

N ‘ v < '
#~~ Action Agencies and to State Economic Qpportufiity Offices which stated

- -

- ) ¢ . * :
. unequivocally that "the constituency of the GAP and‘;ts grantees is poor . .
people." 1In various parts of the "instruction," value-laden language' ' i

was used as-a refre hing departure from the usual bland;Federal.policy a

A, * . . R \ .
) statement. 1In a.sense,Nthe instruction could be interpreted as a last
¥ o ! ! . ~
.»testament of an outgoing administration, to the principle of.citizen_. -
. A — . . : ‘. . . .
participation. -It underlined that allwof it's- requirements: for citizen
. . f ¢ . o~
« . - D > o
involvement were minimum, and that there was an expectation of continuing’ pl
~ .9 o L A 2 . -
. ' . - -,

mprovement on the part of grantees.

The document reaffirmed prev1ous OEO mémoranda calling for the pay— - .

]

ment of expenses ‘and. "allowances" ‘to representatives ofethe POOT‘p&Tthl‘

pating in "board, committee, advisory, ‘council or neighborhood counqil . )

meetings." It-was stated{t at each "CAA'is expected to recognize or help '

]

’ estab11sh target area or neighborhood based ofganizations anhd to negotiate »

N\
with them regarding their fofe in CAA spoféored\programs.n In effect, OEO '
ik .
- policy was’ now a§sign1ng the coaIition-type CAP board to a place in the 3

> -

i middle. From.this ﬁiddle ¥t would have to build negotiate with and .. ° e
transfer authority to re31dent dominated neighbgrhood groups. ‘With. these

~»words,}OE0 policy, as well.as Model ‘Cities practice, joined forces*w1th' . '.,

r -’ L

.those seeking to decentralize and transfer authority to groups'controlled”

L . .
by'nﬂighborhood residents. Model Cities has taken a step backwards from ,

, this position, it wilL be important to observe whether the new adminis-

1 . » Y . ~ l.?.::“ ’
tration of OEO similarly seeks to temper those policies which facilitadte

, N “ o, . . . . . . : }'

- neighborhood control p e : : ‘
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3. _gecial Program ?olicies Within the Community Action Program .
3
g L © As the Community Action Program developed, 8 number of special * .

-k 1_‘ -

programs began to agyieve their owm separate identities. The first of

+

paratel‘y identif'ied efforts were ih, Head Start-*"and Legal Services';
W 3-

.o The Féderal requirements for the Legal Services Program stipulate that
"the Jpoor must be represented on tbe board or policy making ¢ommi{:tee of
- - ? -
. ’ - .

k the ‘Program to*pro:}ide legal services...":‘ These requirements were latey, -
. B . Lo L, ) i Y .

‘interpreted to mear that as a minimum,_the local legal services had o te
L4 , b,

establish a "program advisory coﬁ;uhitteeﬂcom_posed o‘f/at least 60 percent
. democratically'selec}e representatives of the ‘poor-:*.'“ The reader may note - .
£ that this last requirement is"addressed" to advisory gg:oups and not to- , o
C policy qboi‘lies. OEO 'S nat,ional advisory committee is not particularly ) .

=l Phy

happy with thektandards and has recommended —that o;xe-third of a lega], .

\

| - —

> o services, board be composed of "democratically selected representatives of
%ﬁz i q - _;._ - 1
';*"’ T the poor\ At thé same time this advisory comm1ttee backed away from the CoT
- e K
» - issue of )neighborhood control by recommending that "no’ one group or organi-

‘. - =

’ . C
zntion of lawyers or poor people should ntrol the legal services board.-" - .

. - .' Legal ser}rices staff f,eel that the current lack of a definitive Bial ‘; .
Y . , - ) ;:—\ A . . .

. S ‘policy with re_ga,rd to percentage of repi_:esenta,tion for the poor,.‘ieflects " .
. : . : . e s B

© ' a-policy struggle:&betiveen thosé who would have the legal seryices board

s

.be a coali;:ion and those who would place-the board in the contfol of -
\3~ . v ."
neighborhood people, .A number of comments in this paper have focused on '& DR
o . o )

" .the issue of participation versus cont ol\' 'Ihey are issues which are

. . a B 4T N _ ., S

’ ))\ .. -.. -alive,in many o OEO,s programs because of the state of policy devel“pm&xt. v ‘.J

- - h (4 . 3 . } ﬁ \ :,‘;a

They are not issues in other Federal programs because cdntrol is-difficult : J,

g vToe A ‘

. , R AR -
i ‘ to debate when the current state of policy does not even assure adviso.ry

Ry ~ g ¢
o}: co?/tion forms of participation in policy"making..

-
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poor. Head Spart guidelines expect that\these policy advisory groups will |

. +have a major role in determining what happens in the Head Start Program.

A > ~ ' -
As a "minimum'{ the guidelines “ndicate that snch groups will "give approval <

_— .

Ralia to the application before it is submitted;" "partfcipate‘in the selection

— — ‘ A .

- . oﬁ/the Head Start Program dir or;" "have a voice*ingestablishing criteria .

for- the selection of staff personnel " and a variety of other program

-

- f%nctions. Interestingly, the guideline to Federal 1nteragency day caxe %
- .’:‘ ’ . .} L.
réquirements (HEW, OEO, DOL) incorporated the language of the Head Start ' '

. S - o
" Program in its 'requirements' fo the "productive functions" that Policy
Advisory Committees must perform. As a lesson in the diffusion of ideas
© at the Federal policy level, it is interesting to note that the formér

e
. -~ —

OEO administﬁator of the HquaStart Program was 'the Chairman of the -

- Eederal Panel on Early Childhood which drew up the day care program

e - n . X . ..
requiremehts for citig h articipation. o » .

e v e ; . E
Head Start fie Ed taff emphasized the great gaps existing between - .-

M -

< e

- E

he reality is that many Head SQart Programs

A 4 _ed under th’e sponéorship of publie school di‘stricts._ Fedéral 5 e -_'
g inn f . ,:h, 5
: stafﬁ state that there isalittle evidence in the Head Start&Program that }%
,v.n,;‘,i ~1 ""("o‘ T ':o : .:‘ ; e : .
!mdmini,etr tors“ "value par,‘ent involvement "ee In the Head Start . ) ’ .
. ’ X I 4 - +

o,.“ : .:Dl' .‘(-".., o '.x

<

DG i

b ic'it? giy'en g par,ent involvement apparent'ly masks a

o L

}ﬂf -situa;tio.n; in wh.ic‘:h'm;pj.pp)ﬁeng‘;’groups function bad.ly or not at all. Be~ 5 #

s A ¢

.
t

N

mq

,o{

g ok ) ¢
Ak S‘,ta'ff f;ep,grt: oha‘t~ they'are often very liberal In

S SO
o O o % ALl .

rese. e thi,s 5, Eeﬂer

o ; X J A s*‘ . \

nyfox:h ‘pg F’ederal \\Policy teqh‘iﬁng gparental apprtoval of program submissions,
Ao €5 % O AL o

e % .'..'47‘.’ e""o . - N

L . [

&
S:aff feel that not to be liberal K
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would be to sharply curtail 'the program 8 benef‘ts for thousands of -
youngsters. Again we find the consistency of the dilemma which pi préJ
) -
. gram production.againstscitizen participation.n-In other agenciea, as»
o . hd . R “‘7 ’ - >
. compared to OEO, staffs seem fo have a re1ative1y ‘easier time iﬂ solving

v

3
P

the policy dilemma~in favor of production. In OEO there apg'ars to.be
k . *

- M

2 . .
\u . confusion Jhd—concern dbout internal and external pressures to dilute agency

¥ opolicy of‘citicenuparticipation. As one ranking 0E6"officia1 said bitterl

' "theré is dots of current talk abgut cﬁosing those with. poor citizen partici-

«
. <

pation " Once again t@ere is evidence that an-i tenstve study of Federal

" sitizen participation policy must bécome involve with variation on both

N ends of the policy ;Zne, the- varieties of Federa} policy and the Varieties

. rozt
°, Y L]
» . °

of local response to the same- policies 3 : &
e ) OEO's guidelines for'summer youth programs indicate. a Federal:williag-

b ness to ex%end citizen pi;ticipation policiés to cover youth. . As in other

speifal programs, there is a call for the creation Qf'a "democratically

—vm A .4‘7‘

- selected" Eolicy Advisory Committee on which\;arget area, ¥outh will pre-
CF

. @

" dominate. Similarly these policies prevail in specia1 OEO programs for :

1 ~

*  older adults. Guﬁdelines reqd?%e that "program components‘s a dve adxgsory

ot‘administrative committees or boards composed of a maﬂority of older
s, ‘ ‘s
persgns, and such ‘bodies - sha11 have substantial -powets over all aspacts

I A [

e | ’1 of. program conduct.' In OEO's policy guidelines for yéuth as for older ﬁ_

. . 5 persons there ?:}t?é dame sophisticated recognition thdt calls t; community
'_’;J ’ participation must 52 linked to community organization ' In effect OEO £ -

5? B appears to be saying that’ the concept of representation on1y makes sense ‘

4 , " .« ~ o

A .
C whep that representative has an organized constituency who wi11 hold him
14

e responsible,- But OEO's policy always goes further than mere rékognition




organization. -Almost invariabiy, OEE) s policy suggests the .expenditure

of’ program re,so:.xrces for the o'rga {zation of the .af'fect'ed citizenry\.\.ln

-the older persons' program guide S, program componente are re;uired"to.
nc‘orporate a high degree of commdpity organization activities " This:

t
review of Federal policy ‘indicatés at 1ano other example of agency
" ot . .
policy is there this linking of particip.ation to organization. Additionally,
. » - -
in no otHer Federal policy that .we _have examined, _eéxcept poss:,bly the

AY

'Model Cities Program, is there any allusion g: the concept of gituzen

- Y

el e .
organization as a proper function for Federally-supzorted activities,
.2 ; - S . -

».

-In fact OEO's commitment to the validity of community organiZation

- . s F3 * 3

is’ so strong® that it has becom? a cornerstone of QEO's contribution to ~

the Model ﬂbi’ties Program. In effect OEO’ has set aside funds to f.urnish

technical assistance to nei’ghborhood groups in model 'cities-,f;to;_enable ‘

- - -

. , . .l . . &L
these groups to participate more effectively in ir;fluencing the develop~ ;

- m‘ ’ . * - e ) .
ment of Model.Cities policy. An OEO statement outlining cr)'ri.a for

{
H P

grants to neighborhood groups 1n model cities asks that proposalsJ 4nust "
def:ail how the program w:ill esiéand increase, and improVe the quality o.ﬁ_.;'.\

The concept of one “E‘ederal agency funding efforts to é.ncrease the:

LI

-
“ o —Aw‘—

quality of Cit_igen par.ticip&tion in other Fede?ally supporfed programs s
wou'Id seem to be Erilliant ev1dence of whatia heterogeneous Federa’l’ policy
o » " , . . -

struc-sure can produce,.,n It may well be Lthat in a he vily plu 117ed Societ

we/\shall consciousiy have to set ,out to provide dif erent sets... \
N — P
o to- differ’ent constituencies ~-And we may need a Federa-l 'polic
. 'y »
’f/%r‘e\La‘t_ionships which are in imbalance (i.€. poor neighborhoods.,aﬂd city

*

%
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) } government) and“helps to balance them by providing additional re§burces
o 4

Federal funds support one publtg (generall/>yoor/black people) against ‘o ‘

other publics. If the strain cannotnbe withstood, then a policy aiternative
\ .

-~ ™ \—k : : .
to poor péople, so that they do not co; ce1ve o{\themselves as being — L]
‘permanent occupants of an aggrieved fact#bp, and thus in need‘of organiF

- L d

.7 zation. . R \\\—_“K\\\\;L. : | o |
C QEo‘s policy appears to have open 'up a variety of optionsﬁby which

3 . . . ~ *

the FederthCovernment can help the poor to organize, to influence_programs

- . . = e .
- - -

for their own benefits, and even to seek influence over. other Federally- -

$

-

supported efforts. These policy developments have laid aﬁnew base for ™

v .
o . —

e*emining every aspect of FederaI policy'with regardgmo citizen participation.

—

But a most critic\l question haunts the background of all of these develop-

" ments. Can the’most _aggressive Federal policy towards citizen involVement ' :' .
. ! p— o,,l) -
. - be any substitute for a ‘national. policy failure td deiivef adequate and -

3 / R approprIate-resources to poor/bdack/brown people?~ . ' ) e

. . .
. . N . . 1
] N N — .

o

® o c. FEDERAL POLTICY AFFECTING PROGRAM DELIVERY iO COMMUNITIES'HAVING' <. .
t s COMMUNITY ACTION OR MODEL CITIQE\ZE GRAMS - -

-

With the establishment of * Communi Action‘Agencies in virtually" ..

3

‘the country, and thé subsequent establishment of some

.,
l\o

E . 150 Mod\l City-AgencLes, Federal policy,makers were presented Qith a

every urban area o

»\5 B

’ choice and a dilemma * The choice\lay betweenaus1ng the Model City Agency

s o . ‘ :4"

' P
. . t w ¥ "

developing separate citizen participation devicgs avound each Federally- },
R o] , Y

— , I <

| or the Community Action Agency as-a focus for citizen participation or . Co J
|
|
|
I
|




v s, -
t . - . .
supported program. At this time there appears-to be almost no Federal

6rogtams which mandatg that a local CAA or.Model City Agency approve
’ b
programs prior to Federal funding. - One important exception lies with- .
# ) > S e Q-
the -Urban Renewal Pfogram where presumably a redevelopment agency could,

. . N
1not receive rEnewal funds, for a model neighborhood area'without the .. 7

N\
o [}

approval pﬁ the 1o l ﬁodel City Agency. (Ewen here the agreement’is'

[

. unolear. It may o y apply to approval for those renewal projects wh1ch

seek,to us€ renewal funds which have been specifically set a51de by

. r -

.

leg1slation for use in modga cit1es areas. ),#Another exception may bi the

presumptive" sponsorsbip arrangements between CAAs ‘and the Department

.

of Labor. ) °, \

- \

Hypothetically, the Federal policgﬁchoice would be as follows:

(a) an agency cam require (é;~recomme ,>\participati n of neighborhood
* . \ ' .

people in a newly formed policy body for a.specific‘program effort (i.e.,
. N s N ot *

a neighborhood health center) or (b) an agency can require or recommenJ )
~ l R N . N
-that the existing Community Act{on or Model City Agency'act in a policyr

making or policy-advising capacity to the new program e?foqk (i.e., thes
:use of a model city's housing task force as the Project Area Committee -
, . N - 14

for an urban renewal program). In actual practice there appears to be

two dominant Federal policies. One is for Federal policy ‘to simply ignore
PN 2

the exastence of local comprehensive planning agenc1es %rch ai tHe ﬁodel*
8 ",
Cities and Community Action Agencies and”aigﬁfor the establishment of

- o~ . .

e

existence of the Model City oy Community Action Agency an

tnat local arrangements be made with these agencies for policy participatron

92

ek




. 1R the’subject Federal-‘program. In this alternative it should be clear

- A
. i P

YR

that-}(ederal agencies. simply sugg‘e—s’t_of_re‘c‘o“m—en.d‘\:o their docai clients

. that they avai1 themselves of existihg citizen parx:icipation structures.
- * ) . .
- AL JIn almost a1‘1 cases, theA choice"‘a?rs to whéther to dise the Modfel City or:-

b ° ,.az

. P . . « &
- " . N ’ 4\:"‘ ’... A N —
» . - "
N 1. Department of LaBor Relationshﬁps : . . :

» . ) . \

o 1. It was indicated ear1ier that there-are a number of specikl

N U j
Y ‘the CAA in a community 13 the,przi.me sponsor, 5t a cure and shall\ be
A ¢

Tt
]

s jointTy determined by OEO and. DOL to be. incapable of

e

~'/ osen unless i; 5
. J R

2‘ ‘8
¢

o erforming the ~fd5:zctions of a P S (Prime Sponsor) The DOL handPook -
. “ for CEP programs, suggests that citﬁi'z,eg participatiOn can take many forms ,:
1; ~ . %VincLuding ”re1iance upon a Community £ct'ion A ‘ncy ) .
| gt e o
o - ‘ %y‘Careers Pr,ograms, a DOL *
. handbook notes that "a11 projects under the.%e:.iour programs #illbe © /
} '.\ e .
developed by or w1th Community Action Agencie:s:and th'at: CAy w0u1d be. " =
- the sponsor..“. S . ‘ X fw ) ' .
’ ’ ' As a_result of%this arrangement betwee‘n"!‘;DL a.nd OEO DOL regionaL

>

, K staff fee1 hat it is the responsibility of the prime s,poi}sog, (the CAA) i
:\“\ . - -\' r; ) Y t "i

. to get adequate citizen»»involvement. “I'hrough, this cooperative arrangement,

A
}U‘ a ' * ‘.'"

. DOL materially strengthens «the Community A;:ti'orn Agency, and presumably
-~ - . T e 7
. . gl r,‘ N . * .

o buys connection to theileadership of those neighborhoods in greatest need

! . . S e Y - ‘ e
--C .. ~. .. . rs - . Q“_Mj-;_ o ‘1‘ .

R R

Y

'Cpmmunil:y Action Agency 1s 1eft ,3;0 the local grantee. 5 - g \/

" /’ \ . g - 4 ‘ .
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- y\ of maiower programs As previously noted, WVer, ene staff member \\ /
pointéd .out, that "DOL is saved from many of the issues of C1t12en partici- '

N -~ .

pation because it deals with th‘eA,CAA." It is unlikely that DOL&UI be

* able to ’sustain its _re»lat;:e ‘J':ns-ulation.“f\rom the issues”of citi®en pa-ati,c\i-
pation as.fts support of local programs grow‘s.' . T ) ’
< - = , : . . T N . %
: 2. HEW Relationships - - .
HEW's guidelines for. compreh®nsive health service projects asks 8 ,-

programs to establish linkage ta 'high priority 'national programs, such

-

- . as Model /Cities..," There is no further referen'c‘e‘“‘“to‘_ﬁ"t such "11nkage"

* entails. Howe\iEr, health ser_vice field staff seemed very aware of the ) \

Model Gities Program, /4and claimed that in one city the only reason.they I
were able to get good citizen involvement was.by ‘working th.rough the ~ . .

. ," health services ‘task force of the Model City Agency. This same staff

. -

1nd1catw)that in non- model city commun1ties they have looked to the* .= .

v Communlty ‘Action Agency (as well as other community groups~) =0 a1d in the
. 2 - {

- formation’ ofla policy board for the ne1ghborhood hea1th center. Thé
o ’strong ne1ghbbrhood focus of'the health services 'staff and the nelghbor- .) /’3
' ' hood fo cus of the, Model Cities Program seems to have created certa:.n i . s
r‘nut'ual interests. In fact these HEW ber's‘onn*él 'lookltoﬁiih:‘developm;t, of -
- the Model City ;%gency as a potent1a1 lqcal; c1ear1ng/house'for local health . - ’
. g . ‘ -
i 8rants. & . 3 ) . ’ . , S '
« v HEW persi;nn.el connecte'{ to t;hé, Elementary agnd, Secondary Education. . L g
Act repl;ort a 'somewhat different picture. . Schools 1nvariab1y seek ta build ° l

 their own, pohcy adV1sory groups for ESEA programs, rather than aya11
i ‘ I's —

themseLves of existmg CAAs or Model City Agencies. We prev1ousfyvnoted . o \. -
. evidence that‘ local schoo}s séek to use theit own "house" advissr\y' groups .
Q "U . r-:"‘ .:@ ‘o~ ¢ 4 . L h ) . s . . \¢
o‘)\ < . - i <. S < R . )
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as devices for blocking the participation'of’other citizen grouﬁ;_{nhthe -

ESEA program. . ' S : ) '

- , Perhaps the firmest statement of local relationship came;fromia'

. -’ - !
community health representative who said that Model City“Agencies must

review applicatidns for mental health centers if they affect a model -

' neighborhood. It was not clear totthis staff person‘whether the, Model -
. ) ) " .. b B ) .
+ ' City Agency held a potentiaf veto over "the -establishment of.a méntal s

health center.b'ﬁowever he felt that HEW would Jbe very wary about going, ////j‘ R
ahead with.a grant 1if it was locally diSapproved of by the Model'City

¢ <;;2-\\ (1f this is’ the Féderal departmental position, it is difficult

to ascertain whether_a reluctance to proceed in the face of Model Cities> ; ‘.
Agency s‘turndown would rest in the Agency 8 connection to city govern- - v
. -, y - . v °
. 3 . N . F 4
.\\j; - ment, to the neighborhood, or to both.) - : ) . :
3. OEO'sTRelationships . RGP . ’ .,
! - CN

For OEO's CAP the establishment of Model City Agencies in ) .
6‘ >
communities having CAAs has r presented something of a’ crisis. What kind '

of a policy ought OEO to fashion toward a new neighbér vhose purposes
and constituency were remarkably similar to the Community Action program’ V
In October 1968 the Model éi;y .-and €ommunity Action qugrams signed as

(o - ’ V .
- Washington coordination agreement*which looked ta.the establishment;_atv

: A
’ ; the local level of "common policy board membershi%ﬁboard" and the ' -
o i . , - & .o
. "exchangé‘[of] representativesé%% their respective neighborhood ‘and” citizen
T g .
.participatdonLgrganizations, EQ further refinement in the western region -
ot N ’ . s ’ \ R .' ! o ' ‘o
. :;ﬁ@ stipulated that where it is locally determined that separate citizen '
h) -
participation structures are appropriate, there must be an exchange of
. » . . PN . —
represenfatives between the two structuresrr'ln fact the agrEEment rea\hed ;".".
. ~ . g e . :
‘n‘ LT~ e 95 S e T _::‘4 ,T;_rm_,_‘_ir
) . . A ) s T Lo .o
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in the-western regin seems far more concerned with rationalizing separate
.. . . , R .

structures than achieving the "common policy‘board embership" ‘tha the){ .
- o » - . -

Washihgton agreement looked for. ) T R ¢ " . .

‘- - : $ s
- As a condition of receiv1ng its pIanning grant, each Model City

v
. . : - °

. . Agency was required‘to stipulate its-coordinative relationships with the
. s #, T )
‘ Community Action Agency. At beft ‘these were models of cunsultation and
B i" r 0 . .
4 .t - - .
. admice élVlng, with no véto requesoed or»asked For - in

e The issue of how to 1live w1th the Model Citie Agency i’s an”acute

e
J

> ing with the Model CitieE'Agency. For the Community Action .Agency to
¥ e,

-
N ’ v

" work clo ely ‘with a p@lel Cities Agency~is~to’£i§k~aysorption; to work
0 ris

+ '3

. o apart fro/ﬂlt is oss f citizen leadership, relevandedend - *

eventually Congressional support. (At this point id“time the risks fall .

h . - K -

X . . N . \ ]
4 ' heaviest on the CA&«because the Model ies Program appears to Je .
' o . . . A
Federally favored, this situation coul everse itself wlth the same risks

o " o . ” "
\ . . % ’

befalling the Model Cities Agency ) . 2 . Ay e

0t At present,; EO hag:adopted a mode'.of: suppqrt’fdr the Mode1 Ci¢1es
4 . .\."’i .
. effort which is foc ed on enhancing the capacity of. neighborhood groups.
p%) / - o
to infkuence Model Ci y decision making. We have pneviously noted this’
, ‘.' A } . . - « - . . |

as a particularlx interesting example’hf a heterogeneous‘policy, whﬁre -

o

: /
v one agency uses its energy to facilitate citizEn participation in another
. ', . % e N 'i'
agency s program.“ Along these 1ines, OEO awarded a contract to enable
e VoL <t s

W
: community groups in model neighborhoods to: o . ,
. N .' o
.. : "Develop effective citizen participation in the program ' ] A ,3'
- = .. € -planning éffort,of the model,neighborhoodﬂland "to in- _ -
: crease’ the -neighborhobd group s capacity, tp initiate pro- ‘ .
‘grams and react to-programs’ developéd-as a’part of the Model ' L

e AR City' s\and.Community Action Program planning procesSes’" L
Q'EMC L= .. S S 96 . ‘:\5” <.
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Y. . .
a < Guidélines to the Workable Program indicate that "communities

- ject Area Committees, there is a’'special section concerning urban renewal

o5 . . %
We have previously commented on the potential strain between HUD-"and OEO

vhich may result from this kind of relationship., In supporting this ef-
~fort to involve neighborhopddgroups in the model cities planning process,
OE0 was*being consistent with.its earliest pdlicies which envis;ged'neigh-‘

’ b . . ’ .
borhood groups being‘givenjthe opportunity,"to'protest or propose additions
to or changes in the‘way a Community Action Program is being planned or ’ |

/
undertaken."* . :

4., THUD Relationships L e e )

. » . .

N
The most extensive recognition (on paper) of the Model Cities .

Agencv as a local factor to be taken account of occurs in HUD. One might

Q . . =

dssume this.to bé/natural in that the Model Cities Program is a part of .’

HUD. In fact it is not "natural' at all, given ‘the tendency of large -

- .

.Federal agencies to break up intos a number of almost independent entities.

L.

In the urban renewal policy statement requiring the establishment of Pro-,

o . -
’ .

projects in model neighborhoods.
"The PAC requirements do not apply to urban renewal
. projects in model neighborhoods under the Model: Cities,
* Program. 1In cases of urban renewal projects in areas . ’
being planned as modél neighborhoods, Model Cities- . "
uidelines and performance standards for citizen .
u articipation will apply " - :

v [y

L3

et e »
‘s

PR e N’f\,‘» ~ WA ey, u - .
participating in the Modelj ities Program ot other ’ programs involving - '

Cer £ ,., ,, '

<

a high degree of citizen participation are, encouraged to codrdinate

the citizen involvement activities ‘under, the Workable Program with ‘the . -

citizen participation requirements of these'programs, where applicable."

" L4

- , . -
%‘ » . -
. R 3 he .
.
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2
4

The guidelines for'comprehensive planning assistance‘grants

"(section 701) 1nd1cate that it would be preferable for the citizen part1c1-

- pation mechanism to be- ‘the same as, or incorporate mechanisms established»

* for, the Model Cities Program, the Community Action Program or others

>

HOD's Neighborhood Facilities .Program actually 1ncludes a check

o

point form developed,for applicants in localities with a Community Action
O 4 .—;/ A

* .

Agency. On this form, .the CAA 1s asked whether 1t has bepn consulted in “

S 3
-

planning the facility, ‘and how 1t W1ll be used er CAA programs . The
guidelines require that a '"proposed neighborhood facility ..substantially'

further the objectives'of the‘CAP." Field sgaff indicate that it is

. -

unlikely that.a neighborhood facility would be funded if the local CAA

. argued that the facility would not be in furtheTance of its programs.

oS

:Why theseﬁdifficulties should have been: overcome with’regard to common

- - ‘ . ’ s

SUMMARY =~ . |

In examiniqg'Federal policies‘toward working with local Model

Cities’or‘Community'gction Agéncies, we did not anticipate evidence of

ektensive interagency agreement. There is much evidence that agency -
J >

I -
$ .

coordination in all areas i§ difficult to achieve. There is little reason

-
>

. v ’ 4 : . . )
use of Togal agencies to secure citizen participation. Nevertheless

o«

thete are important beginnfngs in that direction. The Department of Labor

14

appears to have very extensive commitments to the use of the Community’

\ . ]

Action Program. HEW's apparent 1nterest \p the Model -Cities Program seems

-

~
to h&ve some payoﬁf in the extent to hich HEW sta!f encourage contact

‘

between,their local programs and Mod ities Agenciés. The language of

various HUD guidelines show an awareness of Modeiléity Agencies, but

heré as elsewhere one needs, to test polic;-empirically at the local level.
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. . Perhaﬁs the most striking obserVation is thé apparent faifore

-of Commonity Action Agenciesfand Mode}l City Agencies to negotiate forh
themselves,'at thejlocal level, positions which would give them the right
to review over Federal 1nputs affecting poor people or model neighborhoods.
It-is reminiscent of the &ﬁestion asked of various Federal agencies with /

-

regard to the West Oakland Model City"area. The West Oakland model neigh-

N .
L4 \ Lo M N ‘

* borhood grouo wanted: to know whether Federallpolicy mandated neighborhood

‘ , . ' !

approval of variodus Federal inputs. The uniform Federal response had to K

: S -
‘0, . -

be that there was no ex1st1ng Federal mandate for neighborhood review

-
i '
¢ . R .

unless'sych a mandate was locally, arrived at in negotiation°between the .

' I .
g

heighborhood grdup and the locallpublic agencies seehing\to-use Federal . ’,
. R : ) )

» v
«

* - . ¢ . . o
funds (e.g., schoolsb’health departments,,re@evelopment agencies). To ) o

this point, both. zhe Model Clties and Community Action Programsthave made

»

little headway in galning local sovereignty over Federal programs affecting
P ] ’
their.constltuencies. And~except for the striking example of the:Departd.-

. .ment of LahorréAA rélationshio (which may appear much different when viewed

in practice) and ‘a. checkpoint procedure involving HUD's neighborhood
. ‘- . . @ .

.« Y 4. ) .
\EaciL‘ ies grants, there appears little inclination amongst Federal policy
“\ hl i . B N . N . ) - - . .
~ makers to’gibe to dlocal, Moder'Cities or Community Aation Agencies the

o . » N .

k1nd of’ program sovereignty these agenc1es have been unable to win, on v

N
\u,\
3 [ .‘ “

. the1r own, 1n Tocal negotiation. ¢ et e

s -
- .. Ehd

."L":




- " SECTION III

O CO SIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR ‘POLICY DIRECTION . '

L S SR » A j}
[ . . . . .
P &

A. PURPOSES OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL PROGRAMS.

N N
- . . W
. - i

In the first part of this- paper we compressed various assumptions .

Y » o : ¢ .

.7 “about the purposes of citizen participation into four categories:
- \ 7 ’ ’
+ e a)e to decrease aliepation
i) to engage the. "sick" imdividual in a process-
. which will lead to his own healing

c) to create.a neighborhood power force able to }"
influence the distribution of resources’
d) to develop a constituency for a particular
. program, with the hope that the
‘constituency will agree to the intended . ’
’ program efforts

~ We also examined variousgsuggested intensities of participatidn-

v
-

and proposed that these too could be fit into four cafegories'

a) employment information e : .-
C . b) dialdgue-advice giving , T
2 - €) ' shared authority- . ’
) d) contrsl . . N

~ 14 S

1

It would be neat and simple if one could say that programs,

designed to achieve .particular purposes, develop policy guidelines wh'ich
| .. . . P s . . ,

2 [

tend to insure an appr0priate structure for citiZen participaéion.

Logically, then a program whose purpose was the "decrease of aliéhation "’

for example,-might mandate policy advisory groups composed oﬁ neigh- . v
\'x .

l @ -

. borhood" pe0p1e. But we cannot pretend that we unearthed any scheme by which

-

. purpose can be matched with particular formats £gr participation. Verym .

few Federa% program personnel even talk in terms of the creation of :;

;

neighborhood power forces and their impact on j;fource distribution.
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T a 1inkage between purpose and struct re.

/
(and policy fit weii. B .

Model Cities effort. In terms of intens iy of participation it is

- Federal programs such as CAP

borhood "power "are also ‘the most 1ike1y Federal programs ‘to have .

-~

citizen participation structures ich 'show the capacity ‘for control of
- o /

‘aspects of detision making. Ad tionally, it is only the CAP ‘program

whose guidelines Iegitimate “pqéiest" activities. e

/‘ > °
One might suggest thaw/CAP and Model Cities programs have indeed

[

fashioned part@cipation polioies appropriate to their purposes. Ifi{

/ .AJ' °

the guidelines enable the formation of citizen dominated group& ﬁho can

stand in an adversary/control re1ationship to other COmmunityoelements,f

K4

/ -

-

/
and the professed agency purposes is neighborhood Rower, then purpose

LU
e .
. °

L. )
I L . . P4
- ° °, - @,

'We‘again stress that“we make no pretense to Hawing,found‘any ¢

. ’ po v

other systematic links between°ostensib1e Federal purpose apd program

£l .

policies for citizen participation.

T e

But perhaps with one,additional

disclaimer' there is apparently a very strong link betWeen those Fed'ral

.,

programs whose pnrposes are.the! protection of the authority of the

‘\ -( o e ;r [
Federal Gpvernment and 1ts loeai governmental c11ents, with citizen -

participat:iomgolicies which aotctq, d&pé/\ﬁﬁcitizen.involyeipent‘. AR v




'95”

e .
”

These two’claimed associations betmeen 5urpose and citizen )

P

7 .
. *

. S LB o . .
participation might appear as follows: ] . ) '
-+ Figure 3., L ' K ' . .~)% . : PR

Relatiow-of Program Policy,and Purpose of Citizen~Participation .

Purpose of Citizen PartiEipatfon

. S o ..
a) To6 ‘sustain the authority of the
Federal Government and-its k
Tocal governmental clients in
theé- operation of progﬁam.
, L
" To build neighborhood based-
"'powér groyps able to influentce
local resource distribution.

?

b)

..p)

a) Gene;aily non-existentﬂ

Policy .

policies with regard to neigh-
borhoodgcitizen‘participation.

- .
L -

< 5 ’
_'Policies wHich epcdurage or’
mandate the establishment of -
neighborhecd groups dominated
by neighborhood'residents and “

having potential control of

concurrent authority oyer

o

- Federa11y supported 1nputs.

The problem with the above formulation is that 1t 1eaves a gaping

hole 1n the "maddle " What citizen participatgon policies are adopted

~

iﬁ an: agency defines its program beneficiaryias Qne who is "sick" and in

need of the assumed therapy of participation? 01 iﬁ an agency simply '
.

yan;s.its program to rpn with a minimum of difficulty, and is prepared

-
-

"', to support citizen,participation policy which wi11 build a constituency

o‘o

¢ capacity tO‘deliver7
Nt

\

A

It seems a fair guess that some Federal personnel

I
b

V ‘-see urban renewak'Project Area Committees (PAC) as operating in pre-/

.

,)«

s
L

ciseiy %his wax

Butiizgwt it 1ike1y that the most aggressive and

successful.PACs Will use modes of, contention, and become adversaries to

g

Q R 0 + -~ ey
LR

.4'.

e .

.9

) reaevelopment agencies in precisely the way

.

/

that thé'GAP initially in-

;I' e,

- -

:--,"‘

-

o W
Y -tended to%have hapéen with,neighborhood organizations7

av for the program,;while at‘the same time hopefu11y increasing the program s.

A

):j.

Y\“ A




- " A

i3 ? » .
complex. if we asked, "Whose purpose are we talRing about 7", Federal agency

i -
.- . »

lawyers spend hours searching the legislative history of their programs

Lot - to affirm.the Congressional intent behind the language in the law. The
s * <) - . .
~W ® B . ¢ - 4 .

.. laws themselves}arc either silent or very slim with regard ‘to purpose,

"a’..,

, o , "y '
and-with one or two exceptions, so are legislative histories, If one ‘

. . 1
. . e

, then turns to agegcy administrative policy in order to ascertain purpose, ,

1}

3

." Vit still is d1fficult to know whether the guidelines reflect the~top -~

. " Yevel of the executive branch or departmental policy, or a middle « . |

*

management writer whose ideas were only dimly perceived by the admin- L,

- .
) s e

T istrator who signed the policy statement, And if we are»talking purpose,

this paper has _some further eVidence that the purposes of agency fitld

.

nrepresentatives in enforcing agency,polieﬁéneed,to be taken account'of. e
h". «;\QJ R . ) r

°

The‘ﬁonventional wisdom about cAvil service,employees to the.contrary, M :
.
these employees ‘appear to become:very involved with what they understand

9
* !

the purposes of their programs to be.. Within a single Federal department,

- HUD, Model Cities staff can appear deeply committed to(Eitizen . .i

participation while other stafﬁ tend.to see it as_a hindrance to*pro-\

’,

", -t ‘}?{. i . K . , . . ) ' s
i : duction or something to "tré&@‘gff" with, .« e O . .
‘ . N . . ’ ’ - -~ * IS

T “. ' This last. observation about the' purposes of "line" staff with .‘ .

L\ ‘ a

I regard to,citizen participation'suggests an important source of policv‘ ,,Y3

. o . . ey
-.' yjl deflection, So long as'the purposes of Federal citizen participatio. - o
i policy are unclear- and thg policy itself is poorly defined -it may pe .

-fair to expect ‘that there will be a greaF variety of local experience. i) s
. - iR

LS

"This varietyris being strongly 1nfluenced by Federal staff'whoSberceive
) Ved ‘mu .
» - .
citacen involvement to be a euphemiSm for black community 1nvolvement. .

. “ .
. 7

A . This concluding secqipn will have moég to say about the link : AR




S o )
hetween”participation and black community development efforts. The

VAR &

1mp11catlons of ‘these foregolng words on "purpose“ wil¥y a1soqnake it

. o »
_ necessary Qo comment on- the need “for a- single Federal part1cipat1qn ¢
pollcy cover1ng a11 programs as.opposed ‘to the p;esent array of' o&1cies.‘

©

But at thls point it ought to be said that a\confusion or profus1on of«

“purpose does not necessargly demand_a_proﬁuSLon of policies, With .

~ ,purpose so ill defined, it would still be possible to' have a sihgle .*

. - 0 .. ‘ - » * A, . /
‘national policy-(simi}ar to‘Title VI of the Civil Rights Act)'wﬁich

‘demanded citizen participation in =11 local programs using Federal funds
~. .
with a format to be determined 1 ly w1th1n certa1n stated criteria,

It will undbubtediy remain important for some to argue that,

.
¢

e parth;patfon "stops rlots," Or creates a progranm constituency, or

. '

1nvolves the rec1p1ent 1n hls own therapy, Ste.. Itrmay do‘arl or none of
. - . . '
these things. This paper has not attempted to assess-which purposés\are

. . 4
s, -
-

achieved through .citizen invoivement._ Might it not he‘useful to argue'
nstéad that eltlzen part1c1pat10n'g_a c1tizen part1c1pation is thé

purpose&p Cltlzen partzcipatlon could be seen as. both ends and meansl
As means ltwwould remain important to knom.whlch other gpals it - Z‘

{ 14 T,

iac111ta&es. As ends, it cou1d be seéen as fhtegral to all effdrts taken

by government as‘1t seeks to dea1 with the imbalances in our society,

‘ 4 -

: \ The acceptance of citizen part1c1pation as the goa 1 (in addltlon

to being an instrument toward other goals) will not and should not st111

i

the discussiOn of what form the participat&on should-take, or "how *

v

.
LR

. /-
Federal policy should influence that form, But it might move the dis-
[ S

cusslon 'to a level where legls;ators and other pollcy makers could. discuss

-'1 .

. the optzons for participatlon, whﬁﬂe expex 1menta11y trylng to 1earn which
) r . N Rl
»




. . N - - oL |
’ Vo . . . . ': 9 - - ) . -
\.} . AL S o .';“ o . R .
. ;A oﬁ\the'currently eﬁercised.;ptiohs-nest achieve certain kjrids of goals. {“ . f‘
. . \ B, PA&TI'CIPA&ION[CONT@L: INTEGRATION/SEBARATISH _ N T/
- . ‘ . . . ' . ‘ .
S . Many Federal’staff interp-et."cit{zen-participa;ionﬁ as a A 1/.
., , B ; -
. Tuphemlsm for blatk comhunity in olvement. A fair_ amount‘of the qhoted é *x\\iz

material from'agency guidelines resented 'in this paper verifies that

.
- . / , .. ——

Federal polfﬁy makers have a s ecia} ¢itizen in mind for citizen‘partiv
. [N . M . .

H P
!

cipation, Ehperience in the ieid/and interviews with Federal staff also
.’ ' * I . »

—_ -»

. : point to a‘broad and common Z derstandrng that when Federal programs‘speak
! -y . vy

of citizen participation in rbant areas, they areOSpeaking of the in- -

-

they also strongly infl

e majotity group leaders

nce/the arrangements by which minority and -©° -

o
’

Let us return to an earlier use of  graphjcs to pursue the argu- I
C ., . . )
‘ment Existing structures for citizen participation lend themselves to=— -
\w . . ‘/, " R . T ' -
the three diagrams Fiéhre 4 . : e
o - Situatlon %Lant!to depict citizen advispry groqu?made'dp ’ - 2 \Vﬂ

"

* ° primarily of the | the brown and the'poor. The use of such advisory

groups bqagps to reco’nize'the separatdd state of our society anéﬁattempts

S

to rectify it b Legrating” into the decision.process those who are )
. . b )

v

wate "

/like a “temporary"solution. It sééﬁé temporary because“‘——“ .

.structure sgems

h

it is basically unsatisfactory in 1969 to those“whom it is supposed to

.
‘/

 Rpte

i . comnect’ to ¢ unlty dec1sion-mak1ng. Nevertheless, it may be .
. o ' e . ‘ o A )
~ERIC. .} - . : ]-() “ - , Ll
[ B ¥ e : .
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' FIGURE 4 . ~ )
. AT (- ‘ * |
. T STTUATION A . c
. - - *(Advisory):
& - . * N - NI -
Established Decision- |. 7 , ‘ Citizen Advigory
Making Body =~ . - Groups . g
o N " Sesks to engage "Citizens" ° .
: o . in Ad Hoc or ongoing d
, Advisory arrangements , , .
.0 - - - ‘ . . Ca
-~ STTUATION B : -
- e . (Coalition)
Established Decision- ‘, . ' ’ ooyt
Making Body, ) je
This body itself ‘is a coalition . . » . . . ’
‘ of varjous-elements of the . - =
community always including the . , ‘.
poor, the black and/or the brown * . '
, o N . . g :
' * | SITUATION.C -~ * T )
AN . (Adversary) ~ ' L
. . - . . . - '. hd \
- ~-Established Decision-. . t Estgblishéd Neighbor- ,
Making Body.( " e ~hood Decision Body: : "
. " The neighborhood body is oo ,
: ‘ dominated by representa- -
3 v , tives of thé poor, the black:
. : \ ~ and the brown; has an .
. v - authorized position in . - -
certain processes. of community -
. S - decision making ] !
v, ¥ ’ )

-~

N
»
Ay
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e
.

» ~ .
. . . .
. ; .
. ¢ . - 4
- n .
. . . '
a ¢ e -

an acceﬂted and acceptable structure, i\]there is clear evidence that , ]

the "cstablished’deciSion making body" itself is moving toﬁard a more ——5
perfect representation of all elements'in the community. In the absence
N - R » * ] w

of this movement; it seems likely that neighborhood dominated policy

. N *
N . . -, . . 2

advisory groups will move to resemble the structure of situation C (fig.4).
_ o . . c A S
JIn this structure; both the "establishment" and the neighborhood, devélop ;

a new kind of accommodation with each other, with the lotal establishment

surrendering (often With the aid of federa1 pdlicy) some decision pre-

‘s o

rogatives to the organﬂzed neighborhood. In effect; a simu1ated_attempt

o .

. . . .. . Lol .
‘at "integrated"adecision making (situations 4 or B) has now given wé§ to

3

MS'C " v A ‘ . .
y parated approach (Situation €).* As pointed out earlier in this

-~ )

-~ o LI

aper ossib1e consequence of the movement to a.'"separated"
pap s%p q cp \

.

structure (or what this paper also calls an "adversary" situation) is that
minority 1eadership deéelogs a,stake in the separation, and that- the

separation itself becomes "institutionalized i"" a relatively permanent
L4

-~ -

structnre for handling many kinds of deciSion-making relationships between

@

the majority and minority,communities. . . . .

- a .
j' We have specurated that the inhdequicies of "situation A" citizen
d : " ) . B . \ “x . a2
rmaﬁent§scparation of ‘situation C,

¢

-

structures can give way to the more

o R .
Situation A .can a1so'change into situation B structures, which is .

Y
in the early part of the Community Action Program,

prcc1se1y what,happene

and new: seems to be happening in some community mentaL health centers. .
b - .
Situation B. in essence recognizes that "adVice giving" is not a satis-

L] ‘. [ ]

factory form of citizen participation,.and instcad seeks to establish

decision making coalitions "composed of formcrly excluded elements of a

[ Y

community. SituationaB is ‘a specific "attempt to shift the locus of

R 10% ' "

- . . . -~ . P




decision-making to strUctures which better represent the community than do

most current "representative"‘bodies. These coalition decision structzres .

can then become the embodiment .of what 8 more truly integratad society

Py ™
e : . .-would look like. }& ! :
., L= ) The-policy boards of Community Action Agencies have bedn the | N
‘ best reflection of this coalition strategy for dec1sion-mak1ng. There is - f,i-

- 8o \

some cvidence that OED is no longer satisfied, and is attempting to move

.- dts CAAs to become "brokers'" in seeking the transfer of some of their

~ ‘ ‘s . ’

‘,\ ‘ . . ° [ - . ” '
‘ .authority *for decision-making to neighborhood dominated groups, (thus
- » \ Lt 3':' L
coming to resemble situation C), . : . «
. . e et . o
) , Implicitly, and now explicitly, we aré suggesting that thé 0 T .

] a hd . . -~

movement to situation C forms of relationship has its analogue. in the
’ . . -

current rhetoric of black separatism. « Despite the fact that situatjion B

: v 4

) reiationships arc not even contemplated by most Federal programs, they

-
s

. . . |

LronlcaII§ seem to have lost qaeir attractiveness to some minority group

- .

leadership. We have prev10us1y quoted one b1ack‘Federa1 official who ' .

-~ -
- ot “

,‘ "felt that participation in coalitions "blunted" and ?diverted“ biack

. . N
. ' o < ~

militancy. . - ) ’ ) .o T o .
~ T The structures represented 1n s1tuations A, B and C are not . T =
- ’ “ -
theoretical abstractions. They are real depictions of what exists in * : .

-4

the _-name of citizen participation.in many federaiiy supported programs.,

R Furthermore, the nature of Federal poliey in different{agencie% seems a

. 'critical\Variable in determlning which of the above s1tuations sha11 pre- . .
s . S ! - . . e . T

: " vail in particular programs and communities, : . "

- S P A . : . - . »
-y . ) . .
-

= .- . . sitbation A,"advisgry",relationships at the present is the C

L3 - - e
e ’ ' s

. dominant Federal type, but we bePieve therc may be a tfans1t16n to T

toe . E . . :
« . = . M fT . .
T, ' .Il)CP . o s ‘ Lo
. l . . v . . . « - M i&\ _“\“r
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. N . . . ‘

. : 102 . ’ -
, .t . P . \ . . - . 2
. ' - ‘\ hY ’ o o
e . éituation C "adversary" structires. We are familiar with the argument o7
* " that situation C itself 'is but a transitional poi%t toward more perfect & .~

, - v A4 I ’ - !
R patterns of representation in community decision-making bodies, yet we ? ot

find little empirical evidence to support this argument. We are

impressed with the possibility that separate decision making authority,. . e .

basedmupon the.facts of color neighborhood and economic status, will S .

~;.;h“ remain separated It rs also possible that Federal policy as i§ is ] "
o : /
: . currently developed may - be contributing t\rd this separation. At the

3

very least we 6ught to recognize that those Federal policies faVoring

- . S
the creation of structures of "poor, black brown citizens_%fgp major T

- . . .

* ‘ implications for whether the ostensible national goal of integration will B
N A, \ * < “, - L . . e T

v " “be achievable, e Rl
- . - In another paper (SocialuWorkﬂvforthcoming) ‘we have specu1ated

LA SN 2 .~

" . that:’ "ghen the black community gets to control resources established for

. e J o . .

its aids the basic options are:.l) to seek to heal the wounds caused to !

&" K

blacks by white‘racism, 2) or, to build a~separate black community. - . -

ar

These new programs under black control do not have the option to use

T

- . N

these resources. for integration,"' If this\speculation should prove :
. It .‘A:’F:. * : . ﬂ. .
) f ) correct then other Federal policies might be.considered which could -
- S AN - . .

: softfen the*drive to separatism. Such ppl?pies may seek to supplément (or

o

g '-“,-even to supplant) the kind of intervention at the’ local level which C e

. ¢
: DR A O

qu1ck1y gets captured in the politics of. b1ack and white. New policnes

¥ .
. . n-\

__,.i___...-,

may need to- be carried out on a national level-which will insure adequate *?

< .

cash resources and good opportunities, s¢-that individual minority

. ° \; PR PR
o ) members may have mOre life options, 1o matter what the separating : R
l i.} tendencies of establishmeq; “and neighborhood leadership. R "“ ?‘» N

- . . - - ’

* ",Ls.r,
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Some of the above arguments w1ll B!’Elfficult to contemplate for

\ f
many 1ns1de and outside Federal Covernment who have deep ideolog1ca1
o
- . ~ “-J
"commitments to partitular forms of citizen participation.. It is easy'to

-

. -

view the development of Federal c1tizen participation pOllcleS and_ conclude

that "controlb-is the log1cal and needed extension of the part1c1pation

concept.‘ The notion of "control" is at the heart of current thinking

about decentralization of governmental functions to the ne1ghborhood

level. Decentralization which would allow the ne1ghborhood to "advise"
&

.

the centrality rather than to controi a part of the "actidh".appears '

unaccegtable-to minority group leadership. The current'eXperique with

[

of groups orlind1v1duals) does not perm1t one to be sanguine

.about its short term potentials as “the structure for c1t1zen participation.

% ' <7

T DeSpite the fact that most Federal programs are only at the point of

~
.

experimenting w1th or contemplating adv1sory forms of part1cipation, it

~ seems clear that the currene-mood of the ‘black and hrown communities will

“a c.: ' ‘ s * )
not settle for advice-giving, And given current analyses of: the situation\

P\
.,-m-\ - <

of” thetminority communities 1t is. d1ff1cult to argue that anythinngess

" than, contro&ayould be useful : Despite ‘these arguments, this analysis

» A XY

7must caution that a rapid movément to "contfol" as the form of part1q1-

pation may hold consequences for the black, brown and white communitiesh

E]
9. »

. , NN
‘which-are not acceptable tomorroy, _even though the 1%gi5;9f control. i

=0 ,
« . . N . ’g
clear today. - . N
3 . i

- - * 1

It is this caution about 1nst1tutiona11zing the "wrong answetr"

e’

which underlies oyr recommendation that there be minimum Federal

L

o standards for citizen participation, but/that these standards allow for

- ¢ .

‘a variety ‘of structures 1ncluding (but not. lﬁnited to) "adv1sory~",

S
A

.1207 |




- L I (A *

t
. Ty

.8 © “M"eoalition" and "control". ‘ | . .

. - - .’4\‘. ' » . * / ) /
--C, SINGLE OR MULTIPLE POLICIES FOR CITIZEN PARTICIPﬂTION ; o

N - ~ . '

. - The qusstlon of single or muLtiple Federal policies for c1tizen e o~

" participation has at least two'dimensions which-ought to concern us in >
y ] v

- . .
. R N bl . s H ’
.

this summary. one is the>p0551b111ty of common Federal agency policy .

. s . -

-+ Wwith regard to c1t1zen part1c1patlon 48 Oppose ‘to present practlces of

N
‘ . % ;4
N ‘ ’ ~ v S

each.agency and each p1ece of legfslatron do}ng‘i "own tHing." The

~ - R .

N v

other dimension is internal to a program. Should citizen partiEipation
policies'deliBeratcly~agloq for»non-uniformity of response, and-in-that
< \ -

- . i
.

. ) ) : .
ot way @akgkﬁgloyanees for*the differences between San Francisco and :
o * a7z . K . . . B
N 4 . - N B

* i ' - e [ LY LN E ‘.
,Bol 2, Idaho?" . : . . *

K4 -

Davfd Austln s prev1ously c1ted s dy of variatlon in CAA: -

7y L ’m I
.
.

R ] deC1aion structures makes clear what many Federal admlnistr ors enow":

L -

o that‘ddspdte cofmon policies, differenées between programs lways'exist
. . ‘ . ¢
at the impidnenting level: We'do not think that there is any possibility

8r desirability of a relatfmely-uniformolocal response with rEEBrd to ' . ¢t

- ° - . ~
Ry - . P - . S

citizen participation.' Nor does. there.seem any great.need T -
3 . - “ . o

L
w

~ . p0551b111ty) for curbLng the d1fferences between agencies with regard to L

the purposes of citizen particlpatlon., Where there exists a ﬁﬁﬂf*mfww\wwww\q“
oo

) clarrty w1th regard to‘the purposes of citizen part1c1patlon, and some PR

s . . N

> concern that part1cu1ar structures for citizen participation may be' N . oA

- * - e - . *”» hd
hot - ' - N N -

5 ' antithEEicaI to national goals for integration, it would seem wise to
- s 2 , s " N
- + ) ' - J n g v

have a»varletv oﬁ pol1cy and pract1ce in this, drea. 1In part, this K

s v-?.- N o AR . -~ ..:\‘

. -

* paper is a plea that such a variety- not 51mp1y be allowed to exlst, but

. é ‘ )
that 1t'be recognlzed asﬁ\fferlng r1ch potent1a1 for comparative analysis,

Only in this way can a pollcy for c1tizen partlclpatxon be developed D C

. f
’ » o . N -
. R I I 1' * "o ~

" Al ’ ¢ e

N L. . . * . . “

N
N P , .
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from whlch one mlght: predlct: bet:t:er/capacitzy to acliieve particular goals.

- - M
’ v .

0 . §s
y . v L ) ”
7 At thlS/ p01nt: w’e smipLy ‘do not- know whet:her c1t:1.zen part:ic:.pat:ion ) F
. Pl _/ % 4 ‘e « - B 7 ' .
d,ecreas's*allenat:lon creat:cs power bases, hia,ls "s:.ck" P 0ple, engmeers . “
.. < ‘,,‘” . A - : .
* consent, ralses expectat:lons, cools off rioters, or ' any © /\the ot:her p ]
. . L i . . . R o1
¢ f - 7
. myr1ad &h’mgs wh:.ch have been claimed for 1‘t But: t:here is..the’ strong . o
2L ) ’ f . oy, 3 . .
a7 possibx’llty t:hat: dlfferent pat:t:erns of ,ci izen partlcipatlon may be more -
l' /! . .
, .J . A / )* « , . , ’
or less’effectlve. in ach1eving ‘certain klnds of goals @ur present: o >
Y /’ > ., . Lo~
anarchy. with regard to c1tlzen part:1c1pat:10n may be well suited t:o 4
. - . * v e - ?
» /discovering which patterns conduce toward the achieyemént of which' k’}'nds/ ER
" . / R ;' T ’., : R wg ' R N .
. ,of goals. L L 7 5;;2? o .. ¢
- ‘ J M/ia . ) - N -, . B R ,,,’.Q . . ] . . ’
i . In the face of.a’ t:enuous relatlonshlb /between c:.t:izen part:1c1~ . ok
Y B e o = Y,
A p°at:10n polfcy and the achlevement: of sPecifJ.ed goals, we have made a .
g S PR K
’ J case for t:he retent:’Lon of a var:.et:y of policles whle w:.»ll be mb_]ec'? to Lo
2/."‘ PN N \- .
D ",{ ,analys:.s. quever, t:he fu-st: section of ’this summar arguecf t:hat: ; .""‘
! ’Tl,msk' o . e : A : A h o fﬁiﬂ
R c1tlzen part1c1 zLon pollcy ought not t:o be viewed only in an instru- . 3
L3 s s b .f ") (.. - [ t,
. : ment:al Fashion. We suggested t:l;xat mitlzen parti’clpétion oughﬁto b@ o |
. L N \ . >
2 . ) 3, - ” - . .
v:.ewed as a desirable end-st:at:e J.n ,and of 1tself. 'I'hus, wh'ile a varlet;y Sy
S . . . R ‘ I; Wt - *
T ofgpolz\cles are suggest:ed we, would reﬁ;:rie thlS npw ’tq suggest: tﬁa‘t t:h ) 4’7& S
- : 3 ~'-“\w .\ = N = ot et b A
. one coxmnonalit:y should be t:he existence o;E Some minimum body of agency/ .-
T ' ey, L T
.- ’ e ‘ N D » L oL
7 pol:icy. In effect we would narrow the\sca’le of pollcv var1,ance by R
A K ) R L
<mak1ng it mandat:ory thai: al”l programs which‘ are mplexngnted locally, and S
Ny - M) S ) e A
T Y s = o ,"\ N e N
S : which potentlally d sPense advant:age or d1sadvantage, must» ha,ve cert:am . .
.’;" »':: }\' K . . ’: ‘ \\’ (u 4“\ ~ .‘: | .‘ i ] N ._:‘L';g'
:1 o mlnunum st:ahdards@or c1t:izen part1c1pation. ) “ Le T TSy o WY
C -l i . ’ [ ’ Y] \’ o T - e : ' ”€3 :".*?; w:
et Fort:unately tflxe;develoPment of such mmlmum st:andards need not R & R
& / LBy L& \*{& .,: « Late T e
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Federal document in dissecting the‘ issues, ef citizen participation. .This"’

P .- [ - e . ‘o

R . —~ W

B dogument point.\s the way towards the deve10pment:— of a minimum set of

» * - >

Federal perfomance standards which would allow for local variance, and l
I

, o Qc\‘» _.
i also allow individual programs to add td the standards in order to- enhance
— ¢ N
Ty : o o ' - -
. tb,p.ir dwn legislative and adnlinistrative goals.\ A minimum set - of per-

i N » R NS -
3 f{‘ormance standards would point to citizen, participation as something to be |

) valued” in itself "it will allow agencies which view particular kinds, of ‘
patr(:icipation ag achieving certain purposes to experiurent with policy -

modificatipn. But it.' would not allow an’ agency to support loca’l“programys '

5" ’ a

-
3 - ‘>~

A

with ne. coricern at a11 for"the ispues ‘o’f involvement. ) >

»e . concept ‘of- minimum performance stani!ards.

b

,\—\.

L B ,._-—it might not be' difficult to get. the five agencies primarily% cons

“cerned with human resources (DOL,.HEW SBA, OEO H ) to agre’e to. the '

3 .

It might even be relatively

S
.

4

[

J simple to get agreement as to what the criteria for tgse standards Ou&ht ‘ L.

to be. 'Ehis paper has amply demon‘strated vthat° programs in all of these T

N \ ~ a

Ce s Federal agencies ‘(except fora-SBA which was ’no\t examined) h&ve a diverse. ' ) o

~ \r.x
- (g ¢

SR o
o se,t bf (experiences and c\!rrent molicies with regard to citizen part,ici-

& ’1; ¥ N

L pation. *This~was not 80 a-, few years ago.v .This diversity o£ experience

e ek
2 (’) ~ N * 1\x A \"\/,/’3~,‘

R mthin agch of: tha, four; agencies examined would seem to provide the “.

- . EN ) : T4 \“ . ) -
= . "’>  common *base necessary for the develqpmexy:aof common mini.umm guidelines.

N -k :'\.‘ “‘“\ » N RN =

R . . R 3 e P

b ‘a - - - ‘ : N S 7 } oF 7N - > ~§
o -, 2 - . . 1 R s Rl

» S ",} N 1\ Al AR < f < 2 5 “ 2 RIS

- b CISSUES IN THE DEVELOPMENT - OF ummun rsavommca smmnns FOR s

cxnfg.i{j gARﬁcrm‘mn\ S T DR _ L.
: e ) RN N \»\ “«.As\* P «‘* "U . «
b (lgu_rin“":%he ourse o’t’ field intervi,ews it was quite revealing to

«“ -L<";K\ "\\L, ‘

o discpver that~what was pe;ceived bv onev agency { burning -issue had not i
y - hY o ﬁ . 8 . A

s
.

v

. - -

',\\.‘

N

yet emerged*as»,a visible prohlem for other*agencies. But iﬁ':one can At “
,\ ""““"“f ‘AR -x/\\-‘ s ' - . e
- speakiof trend 5 it appears tliat more And more programs will,sudevelop basic -
’ ’ . . "" \ . -.‘, - o~
. 1 1 ;?}' 12 "
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citizen participation polic1es, and those agencies which have them will ™

deal with an increasingly complex set of 1ssue3. There seeris to be little
organized efforf by agencies to learn from the experience of others in

this area, except perhaps for the CAA-DOL relationship.

Experience has developed a, common set of issues which need to be
v ‘ 4

e.ggaken account of in the development of intetagency minimum performance

. - .

SR | “ Ta. . .
stantlards or in the development of policy for a single ageficy program.

- AS -

The opening sections of this paper on “citizen,"

participation, neigh-

. [S “ R S
borhood" and "representation,’ detailed central issues which a citizen

participationwpolicy must. attend to. ,Iéithis‘closing"section.we will

A

highlight a few of "thése issues: . . . '“!5 ’ ‘
1. Representaﬁives and -.a Constituency o ‘ ‘ , : _

N Who selects a man and héw is he selected? _Does'he have a

.

constituency? Does h%'in fact .represent somebody? : . -

.* The facts seem to show that most local agencies which/sélect

* .

R

their citizen épresentatives are getting 1nd1viduals wﬁf will be increasingly

. N
- 2

suspect in the eyes of’the communities they are supposed to represent,

S

particularly when these communities.are of minority group status. Minimum

¢ 5

performance standards in the area of rep;esentation oﬁ’ht to take not1¢e

,‘of OEO's notioneof "democratic selection proceduresu"*ﬂThese standards

i) 4

slo.ld not be specific ab0ut selection procedures nor should they preclude

‘s
B

the formafign of self- selected oraagency appointed c1tizen groups to

-

ass1st in the, development or implemenf%tion of local programs " These
s . - . [

standards ought simply to require as a minimug that there be a pqlicy

making or policy advising group on which sit 1nd1v1duals who have been in

ES -~ ~

someé fashion selected by the community they-are deemed to represent
v . N . . " + '. . A

!

“
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‘ It may be relatively "easy‘to secure interagéncy agreement on,

-
-

"democratic selection procedures" as a minimum standard. It may be less

.

easy to agree upon standards for the drganization of a constituenc§ for

-
-

these representatives, Ihis paper has indicated that there is little j
. P

policy and equally'lfttie concern (outside of OEO and Model Cities) with'
the'task’og organizing a neighborhood constituency. Amongst those who’

- have thought about the issue there is question as to whether Federal

_theless, the idea of a "representative" is intimatelyggied to the idea of
a constitueﬁby it may be*that minimum performance standards might include

v

some relationship to existing citizen groups. organized in the CAP and Model
. . e
Cities Program. For instance, we have described instances where a Model

* . .-

Cities Health Commitfee and Mbdel Cities Housing Task Force. served as

N 4
= nuclei for the development oé Health Center services and an Urban Renewal

M

-

for the concept ‘0

\,‘,.“". . ‘
E

interagency agreement could be rsgched with regard to performance standards..

% ,
%E;In this case, it‘may be appropriate to continue with a variety of policies.
‘: N % : . ‘ 4L M

Meanwhile, the.consequences of having Federal policies‘help to establish‘

"a powerful neighborhoogJgoﬁerning‘unit‘need‘to be better understood-

2. Accessg .

The'issues of access deals with the arrangements for a' -

.
.- L

re!at;onship-be&weenfneighbprhood groups, their representatives and the

1 o RS
established decision-making bodies. Perfnrmance standards must come to

grips with what structures/xhall be used to facilitate citizen influence 6

Y

N LR ¢ oAt ArE

Aty

resources ought to or are able to support neighborhood organization. Never-

neighborhood gyovernment, e there is doubt that - T
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" Cities, the issue. i

' seeing people performing the same function in Federally supported programs,

' § M e * - M °‘ ) I . 3 N -
receiving nothihg;| The notion of pa;ﬁeqt for participation deserves far

4 ’ .
> ::.:u ﬁ . ) : I -
iq decisaon-making processes. .Such standards should encompass the'possibility

A .

oﬁ.coalibron and_aﬂversary models ds well as citizen advisory groups.
R ...,\ﬁ-_‘t . ’ .

3. Technical Ass1stancev -

AR T - -
o 2. .

What'kind of assistanceywill be provided the citizen groups .

when they exisé in an advisofy 6t adversary capacity? Will it be assistance
- . 3 : » ! B

. - ~

»

that is independent of . the local program grantee? Will minimum standards
'bé'ésfablished which“assﬁre that all citizen groupings, for the purpose
of influenCing dec1s10ns recéive some form of appropriate téchnical ¢ '

1

assistance?

perception of the\dssue are so great. In fact, except for OEO- and Model

k4

not really souched in other exisging Féderal programs.

* Qk. Stipen ' .

4 N o -

To the outside observer there is something 1ncongruent about

- L - A

4 4

with some receivingvstipehds and.allowances and others (most others) - K

sy

more sympathetic cdnsideration. There is only a minimal Federal concern ° -

in this area, outside of OEO and Model Cities. Tt would seem .that st}pends

l ’ -
- . k3 » ¢

or allowances would readily lend themselves to an agreed minimum performance

i}
“+
g

. L. , . AR
P - ! 1 e
standard. . J-. . bes . °

'5% Maximum Standards ° o “ “ : o e
* ~ ‘ ) 1
, P T o
o 7 . 'In an eaﬁlier part. of this paper it was 1nd1cated that the a
" A.. / . . .
quel Cities Program has dec1ded hat ¥ would con31“er,gertaln forms of
. -y "1, . f R . y .
neighborhood cOntrol Aas exce331ve. The issue of lgmiting aspects of ; -,
;; A A . .l .' }
| 4 PN 1 e .Y - .A ,

&LIGTfr o o "; A




¢itizen involvement is an appropriate orte for individual aj‘gcv poliey. N ‘

Such 1imitation would seem inappropriate to include in minimum- performance ﬂ_ -

standards developed as part of an interagency~agreement An individual ‘
- |

agency may know what development it wants to hinder as antithetical to R
- its program, But to a priori prohibit certain modes of citizen involve-- ’ R
i - . *
ment in a11 Federal programs, would seem to be- éutting us off from the . o T
need to know what”works and H%w it works. IR ST o
. ° n"%‘b . . ’ ’ . . : * - ‘ ’
. * 6. Monitoring ' - v s . ;

? S . - -

] . . - i, A .
An interagency agreement might want to borrow an idea from

) .
N A

urban renewal s Project Adv1sory Committee, by mandating a certain level of S

\“a

Federal staff monitoring of citizen participatiOn efforts.~ This wou1d be '\’ N
an important 1nterage€§§ﬁstep in recognizing the experimental nature of }, . R

a t,.r;us ‘.

much of what 1s happening in the name of citizen,participation. Tﬁ" - . B

v

- ..

~

. establishment of thiZ’as .a prioritx activity during field visits wou1d vy . .. }

x e ‘., >

alsao create a cadre of‘Federal staff who are peré#nally knowledgeable,

o4

and whose knowledge cou1d inform furthercpeiicy developmentrsgpne other

. benefit of inc1udingu§taff,monigoringvas a minigum performance standard”
B ..‘ ~ T Pty e LR, ) L - .. s

-

is that'it transmﬁ;s a useful message to both local agencies and to ; .

- Federal field staf impressing on them- the importance attacheﬁ to per- )

LA
) . L.
formance in this a}ea of citizen participationu. N . Y

.
. . - “ N M
. N N £} ‘e e

. . _ . : B .

‘.~%. ° E. PROBLEMS OF-FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION . .’ P

‘ v ' oo
By implication, any statement of minimum performance standards *

P .
e ’

must dea1 with the issue of’ sanctions. What will happen td those.local :
) ‘ ow s S
N ) programs which do not adhere to standards71,And who will make the determina~

5 X ) s

p tiog - v

a
-
-
Y




Based uport the .current patterns of Federal administrative ihtei“estv

- £
~ -

Air citizen participation, it'wo 1d be difficult to. argue that Federai staff

ought to be given even morg.

ES

v And yet there is evidence at ea>t in the Model Cities and Conmunit

o

r

¢ .
Action staff, that the issue can b incorporated ‘into the prioritiesgof :

Federal staff performance. Undoubtedly, staff might still continue to\r,i

- - %’ . '(

issue '"indulgences" around mal -performance, and-might continue tp "t;adeoff”
5’—

" performarce in citizen participation for other kinds of grantee performandeV

P -‘ « . . .

- -This kind of administrative discretion is undoubtedlz—:;jsticed byethe

ere is hope thaﬁ:..

Community Action‘and Model Cities staff as well.-“Bu

<

in the process of administering minimgy performance standards, staff would -

. »
74 4 3

come to accord citizen involvement the status of " oal" as well as 1nstru-
g

R =
“e M ST,

ment. In addition, staff could be taught to encourage a variety of ® fe
g

(performance within minimdn standards, ting an opportgnity to (« _(5

learn from a heterogeneous program. " . ] -
- Y - . ‘ .

£
. 2

. . Lot
* °  Lastly, the establishment: and administr?tion of a mfnimum per-
- i : . SO " |

T - , ’” « : : Lo
rmance standard would seem to offier a number of~§6sitives forQFederal

staff as well\as~local grantees. Staff ﬂ?bfessionalism is better able;to.

‘s

flourish when it isynot saddled with a precut program. Local communitie& ;
t W A

oo o,
<. <
‘ "r\ L{"“~

. would be given rein to devélop procedures andlaccommodations suithd to:i

“” 4 -
- 2 -

the local terrd.n, so long as this was within stizﬁlated national minima.
2 . ‘i‘ . &y
%’/ '
_In, effect we(might have national policy, local diversity, and’ the
[ » * :
opportunity for Federal stiff +o function as cteative intermediar;es.- A

-
~ P
>

good deal would depend of coyrse, on the quality of the national minima{

v

§§E% and 0n the adhinistrative procedures develpped to insurs that tbe issue o

w a N . » 1
wds ° nol relegated to- Bne of minor. import in the face of agencyﬁgrives for

v'.’

."producti‘vity.!"- L 118 o ‘ .
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. This then constitutes a beginning 1ook at Federal policies.toward

)

citizen participatfbn.- e f}nd some things to be encouraged about. There

is a larger body of policy‘and practice than- was assumed to exist. | There

A

pre varieties of, pgactice within and between departments w%éch create a

| - natural ound for the development of know{/dge. And there is a sizeable ) -

.»amount of interest in the subject on the part of many,ﬁieeral personne ”

At the same time, an pverwhelming short-term negative is the
Y LIPS . >

A T » T
| fﬁ ; widespread perception that,the pfesent administration is not interested ‘ L

» roa
A -

i
. ’ in the subject. - . ] V o . ) .
’ - ."' ,_f- = v |4
- \
PR A more deeply rooted negative is the lack of clarity as to the — -
Xy A w o . -~ ¢
purposes and conseduences of citizen participation.
AL e ;- This paper to’ tETs point is without a crucial dimension' the '
“{‘L . -a;' ‘: ’ ¢ -
v actual foeal experience of citizen participation structures in various
Federal programs. ‘Qespite this ﬁailing we -propose the establishment of .

national mdnimym standards of citizen participatf’n for the five agencies had

Ve

most actively Concerned with the enhancement of human resources. Such

minima would eliminate the possibility of agencies not having anyvpolicy

at aIl}'while.continuing to encourage a variety-of practices, matched ' ] 45;”
. N . . : . ,
to different agency purposes. o .
* . . e oy — e

o E

As a possible caution we were concerned that certain developments

K

78y

_ tending,togifd:idvérsary‘9bntf31 styles of participation might also be - .- %f)

intensifying our already ma?ighant racial separation. We suggested that
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. ‘more vigorous consideration be given to those policies which -would enable . .
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the transfer of resources to individuals without getting caught in the *ng ) _

~ il )
§_,:1»: politics of black and white at the loca1 level. These cautions are part T
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of a larger concern that a focus on participation at the local level can
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